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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Monday, September 19, 2011 


The House met at 11 a.m. 


Prayers 


@ (1105) 
[English] 
- VACANCY 
TORONTO—-DANFORTH 


The Speaker: It is my duty to inform the House that a vacancy 
has occurred in the representation in the House of Commons for the 
electoral district of Toronto—Danforth, in the province of Ontario, 
by reason of the passing of the hon. Jack Layton. 


Pursuant to subsection 28(1) of the Parliament of Canada Act, on 
Friday, August 26, 2011, I addressed a warrant to the Chief Electoral 
Officer for the issue of a writ for the election of a member to fill the 
vacancy. 


[Translation] 


I understand that there have been discussions among representa- 
tives of all the parties in the House to allow certain members to 
commemorate and pay tribute to our colleague. 


COR 
[English] 


HON. JACK LAYTON 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to address the House beside an empty chair. In it sat a great 
Canadian, a great leader and a great parliamentarian. 


In this chair sat a friend, and I know that many hon. members on 
both sides of this esteemed House called him the same. 


[Translation] 


This House of Commons and this country have suffered an 
incredible loss, and it is with great sadness that we begin this new 
parliamentary session by paying tribute to the very hon. member for 
Toronto—Danforth, Jack Layton. 


I know that all members join me in offering our sincere 
condolences to the family of our late colleague: to his wife and 
soulmate, the hon. member for Trinity—Spadina; to his mother 


Doris; to his brothers and sisters, Bob, David and Nancy; to his son 


Michael, his daughter Sarah and his granddaughter Beatrice, a mere 
mention of whom would bring a sparkle to the eyes of the hon. 


member for Toronto—Danforth. I want to let each of them know that 
they will always have our love and endless support. 


[English] 


I believe that the hon. member for Trinity—Spadina, Jack 
Layton's own member of Parliament, deserves particular recognition 
by the House today for her courage, grace and composure in these 
most difficult times. She has my utmost admiration and love. 


[Translation] 


Last week, Jack Layton's family presented me with two eagle 
feathers. These were feathers that he kept in his office and that were 
sacred to him. He often held these feathers when he had to make 
important decisions. They reminded him to think of the people and 
nature around him and to think about the impact our decisions will 
have on future generations. 


These feathers were given to me as leader of the New Democratic 
Party so that Jack Layton's spirit and the wisdom that guided him 
may also guide our party. When I accepted these feathers, I made a 
commitment to his family, as I am now making a commitment to all 
Canadians, to always follow the path that he set out for us. 


[English] 


Rarely, if ever, has the House seen as passionate, tireless and 
committed an advocate for the less fortunate as Jack Layton. Day 
after day he fought for the little guy. He strove to give a voice to 
those without power and wealth and to ensure that as this country 
moved forward no one was left behind or found himself or herself 
homeless. In his memory, we will carry on this work. 


All who knew him knew the strength of his belief that young 
people held the key to the gates of a better Canada and a better 
world. He worked tirelessly to reach out to young people, to engage 
them in politics and to ensure their perspectives and their best hopes 
for our country were reflected in our national dialogue. In Jack 
Layton's memory, we will carry on this work. 


[Translation] 


He was also just as determined to ensure that all new Canadians 
receive a warm welcome in our country and to build better 
relationships with our first nations communities, relationships based 
on respect. In Jack Layton's memory, we will carry on this work. 
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Tributes 


The hon. member for Toronto—Danforth was motivated by an 
unwavering belief that, by respecting the hopes and dreams of the 
residents of his province of birth and by focusing the debate on what 
unites the people of this country and what we can accomplish when 
we all work together, we could build a stronger and more united 
country with the help of Quebeckers. 


His faith in this principle remained unshaken, despite the cynicism 
that has crept into federal politics over the past 20 years. In Jack's 
memory, we will carry on this work. 


Jack was motivated by the goal of leaving our children and 
grandchildren a greener world; a world free from climate change; a 
world with clean land, clean rivers and fresh air; a world where 
people interact with nature in a sustainable manner. In Jack's 
memory, we will carry on this work. 


© (1110) 
[English] 


Jack Layton believed so much in the power of democracy and of 
this Parliament. I invite all hon. members of this House to join with 
me in picking up his torch and making this an institution of which 
Canadians can be proud. 


Jack Layton improved the tone of the debate in Parliament. He 
firmly believed we could have passionate disagreements without 
being disrespectful or disgraceful to each other. Let us all honour his 
memory by conducting the next session of Parliament in this spirit. 
Let us always put the interests of Canadians before our own partisan 
interests, as Jack Layton would want us to do. 


Never was Jack more proud than when he was able to work with 
others across the aisle to serve Canadian families. He considered his 
work with his Liberal colleagues to pass a better balanced budget 
one of his greatest legislative legacies. He was equally proud of his 
work with the members opposite in securing help for more than 
90,000 out-of-work families in their time of need and in making the 
apology for residential schools a reality. By his own words, Jack 
Layton was always more interested in proposition than opposition. 


Let this spirit live within each of us as we get down to work for 
Canadians in these very tough times. 


[Translation] 


Canadians' response to Jack Layton's death demonstrated the great 
love they had for him. In Montreal, where he was born, in Toronto, 
where he lived, here in Ottawa and all across the country, Canadians 
gathered to celebrate his life. 


The stories they shared and the messages they wrote in chalk on 
the pavement all had a common theme, and that theme was hope. 
Hope that it is possible to build ‘a better Canada. Hope that, by 
working together, we can face the challenges before us. Hope that it 
is possible to build a stronger and more united country. Hope that, 
although none of us is perfect, together, there is nothing we cannot 
accomplish. 


I hope that this will be Jack Layton's greatest legacy and that we 
will all commit to making his vision a reality. 
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[English] 


There is a code which has been inscribed into the hearts of many 
Canadians. I would like to have it inscribed into our official records 
today. Let it be a motto for this country and for this esteemed House 
now and forevermore. 


My friends, love is better than anger, hope is better than fear, 
optimism is better than despair; so let us be loving, hopeful and 
optimistic and we will change the world. 


@ (1115) 


| Translation] 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to pay tribute to the late leader of the official 
opposition. I do so as Prime Minister, as leader of my party and as a 
member of the House, in memory of our friend and colleague, the 
hon. Jack Layton. 


[English] 


One of the pleasures of serving in this place is the friendships that 
develop and sometimes the surprise of friendships that grow between 
opponents, the affections that develop in spite of our strongest 
partisan instincts. In the case of Jack Layton, I believe that all of us 
developed this affection inexorably. His passion, perseverance and 
ability to be at once tough and cheerful would eventually win over 
even those who most strongly disagreed with him. 


[Translation] 


The affection and respect we had for him were rooted in his ability 
to mobilize others and unite them around a single cause. It was that 
part of his personality that made him a true leader. And the courage, 
dignity and optimism we witnessed during his battle with cancer 
only served to increase our fondness and respect. Those feelings 
grow even stronger when we consider the rigours of an election 
campaign—which I know all too well—and when we think about 
what he accomplished during the 2011 election. 


[English] 


I cannot think of another leader, at least not in our time, whose 
campaign was described as gallant. However, Jack's campaign 
inspired and merited that description. So too did his approach to his 
high parliamentary office. His commitment as leader of the other 
side to pursue more civil discourse in the House and to seek a 
constructive approach to opposition won well-deserved praise from 
all Canadians. 


Of course it did not detract in any way from his ability to 
forcefully advocate a different position from that of the government. 
Hon. members will recall such a great parliamentary battle at the end 
of the spring session. As I have said before, I remember at one point 
near the end crossing to sit with Jack in the midst of it to discuss a 
few things, some political, some personal. Really, that was not very 
long ago. Now, when I look across the floor, it is hard to believe he is 
not still there. 


However, I will always remember that conversation because, 
notwithstanding the personal challenges in front of Jack and 
regardless of the personal combat going on between us, as always, 
he was still full of optimism and goodwill. 
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[Translation] 


_ His admirable personality made him a shining example. The 
civility he brought to debate as Leader of the Opposition:and his 
sincere commitment to proposing constructive solutions set the bar 
high for us here in the House in terms of the work we do for 
Canadians. 


[English] 


It is well known that Jack and I did not always agree. In fact, it 
might be said that we did not often agree. However, he loved this 
country and devoted himself to the well-being of its people. In this, 
we were united, as indeed are so many men and women of different 
and contradictory political persuasions. In the heat of our debates we 
too often forget that people of goodwill share the deepest 
motivations and the highest aspirations. We differ only on how we 
believe we should act on these in order to address the practical 
problems that lie before us. 


@ (1120) 


[Translation] 


Our democracy and our work in the House exist so that we can 
take stock of all potential solutions and decide which path to take. 
Through his election victory, Jack Layton contributed to the renewal 
and strengthening of Canada's political life. 


[English] 


I conclude my remarks by also offering, for myself and on behalf 
of my colleagues, a special word of encouragement for the hon. 
member who was Jack's partner in life as well as in politics. She, too, 
has won our affection and our respect. In recent weeks she, too, has 
displayed the courage and dignity which we can only hope would 
emerge in us were we to suffer such a loss. 


[Translation] 


To her, the family and Jack's caucus colleagues, we offer our 
deepest sympathies and we, along with them, celebrate a truly 
extraordinary life. 


[English] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to speak a little personally about Jack. He was a person I came to 
know over many years through my long-time association with the 
New Democratic Party and my leadership of the provincial party in 
Ontario. 


My first conversation with Jack was on the telephone asking him 
to support me in my bid for the leadership which, for my colleagues 
opposite, he declined to provide me at that particular moment. 
Perhaps he guessed something that even I was not aware of at the 
time. 


In the course of the last few months, the last two months in 
particular, as a country we have gone through a political celebration 
in the midst of great sorrow and great loss. I am sure there have been 
parallels in time when this has occurred. We are told that when 
D'Arcy McGee was assassinated, only a few hundred yards from this 
spot, over 100,000 péople attended his funeral service, lining the 
streets. 


Tributes 


As Canadians, we can say that in the course of our history there 
have been moments when we have surpassed partisanship and have 
come together. 


[Translation] 


There are times in our lives when we must admit the partisan 
reality of our political lives. Political life is a decent life. It is a public 
life that has earned the respect of Canadians, even though not 
everyone will completely agree with the positions taken by a 
political leader like Mr. Layton. 


[English] 


Jack believed fiercely in the country and he wanted to take a 
positive and constructive attitude to achieving what he needed to 
achieve, but Jack was a very tough partisan. He was a very 
committed member of the New Democratic Party. He was also 
someone who, as the Prime Minister has said and as the Leader of 
the Opposition has said, because of his personality, because of what 
Laurier once described as the importance of having sunny ways, he 
managed to attract the support and the affection of a great many : 
people who did not necessarily share his point of view. 


Particularly the outpouring we saw in Toronto was a reflection of 
the fact that Mr. Layton started out his life and his career as a local 
politician. He was very proud of his work in the city of Toronto and 
he provided leadership that was of a unique nature. While there are 
political parties, more or less, at the city level, in order to get things 
done people have to work together. It is not a deeply partisan 
framework in which they work. They work by talking, by engaging, 
by trying to find compromise, and that is where Jack excelled. He 
loved to make a deal and to do a deal even when, as some of us 
discovered there was no deal to be done, he still wanted to try to get 
it done. I think we all respected that spirit. 


When I think of the work he did on housing, and as premier I 
worked very closely with Jack on that issue, he really did provide 
leadership, not only for the city but for the province and then for the 
country. I think of the work that he did on AIDS. I think of his 
advocacy for the gay, lesbian and transgender community, which he 
continued to do right up to the end. I think of the courage he 
displayed on a number of issues where not everyone was with him at 
the time, but eventually more people came to see the merits of that 
position. 


We have lost a colleague and a friend. The country has lost an 
important political leader, an important political presence, and my 
colleague from Trinity—Spadina has lost a husband and a partner. 
We offer her our warmest condolences. She has shown great courage 
and above all great natural dignity in the face of Jack's struggle and 
in the face of all the attention to which that has given rise. From this 
side of the House, and for some years Jack occupied seats not too far 
away from where we stand today, as an adversary and as a friend we 
shall miss him. 
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I cannot help but recall the famous words of the Welsh poet, 
Dylan Thomas, when he said in his famous poem, “death shall have 
no dominion”. He was really describing in that poem, and I think this 
has been the experience of Canada over the last little while, that 
while Jack has passed away, the things he stood for, the values he 
had and the warmth, strength and quality of his personality will 
never die or disappear because the spirit and the soul with which we 
come into life will carry on, and I think all of us of different religious 
beliefs strongly believe that. That spirit carries on in our children. It 
carries on in the work that we all decide to do, whether we come at it 


from the same perspective or from the same philosophy. There are a. 


great many Canadians who, over the last while, have thought more 
about politics, about public life and about what that public 
contribution is all about because of the life that Jack chose to live, 
the way in which he chose to live it and the way in which he chose to 
leave it. 


@ (1125) 


I close with the words of Dylan Thomas: 


Though they go mad they shall be sane, 

Though they sink through the sea they shall rise again; 
Though lovers be lost love shall not; 

And death shall have no dominion. 


® (1130) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Louis Plamondon (Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour, 
BQ): Mr. Speaker, we were deeply saddened this summer to learn of 
the passing of the leader of the New Democratic Party, Jack Layton, 
after a hard-fought battle with cancer. 


We were all impressed by the strength of character and 
determination Jack Layton showed throughout his battle against 
the disease. The fact that he found the strength to run an election 
campaign, despite his illness, to defend his values and promote his 
ideals exemplifies his courage. 


Jack Layton was a passionate and honest parliamentarian. He was 
also approachable and easy to be around on a daily basis. We 
especially appreciated his dedication to the homelessness issue and 
how he promoted workers' rights, battles that we fought by his side 
here in the House of Commons. 


Jack Layton's unwavering commitment to ordinary people is 
undoubtedly one of the biggest contributors to his immense 
popularity. That is also what made him an example to anyone who 
works in politics. . 


He was a principled man, a man who was courteous and respectful 
of his adversaries, and also extremely competent and effective. He 
was also a man of ideas. He brought a number of initiatives to this 
chamber, in order, as he often said, to do politics differently. As an 
expert negotiator, he was willing to make compromises to advance 
matters that were important to him. One of his guiding principles 
was that taking a small step towards achieving his objectives was 
better than stubbornly wanting to accomplish everything all at once. 


And how he battled in the House. of Commons! I will always 
remember one very intense day, to say the least, in this chamber. 
During question period, he used his oratorical skills to put a minister 
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on the defensive, to an extent we have rarely seen in this House. That 
evening, at a cocktail party, I greeted the minister in question, and 
remarked that it had not been an easy day and that Jack had been in 
fine form. The minister replied that there was something special 
about that man. Even though he had been lambasted, the minister 
still wanted to shake Jack's hand when leaving the House. 


That was Jack: he fervently defended his ideals, respected his 
adversaries and earned their respect. That is a feat not easily 
achieved, but Jack knew the secret. 


I also remember that when I arrived in the lobby of the House after 
his great victory of May 2, Jack came over to me to ask about my 
colleagues who had been defeated. There was no hint of arrogance, 
just kindness and compassion. 


Farewell Jack, the exceptional human being; farewell Jack, the 
dedicated and attentive MP; farewell Jack, the talented and effective 
party leader. Thank you for contributing so much to the development 
of our democracy. Thank you for all the memorable moments in this 
House of Commons. 


In closing, on behalf of Bloc Québécois MPs and party members, 
I would like to offer my most sincere condolences to his wife, Olivia, 
his children, and all his family, friends and colleagues. 


The great French writer Alexandre Dumas once said that those we 
have loved and lost are not where they used to be, but they are with 
us always wherever we may be. 


Farewell, Jack. 
[English] 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I rise, as other leaders have risen, with a great deal of sadness. I also 
knew Jack for a very long time and this has been a very rough 
summer for so many of us. 


@ (1135) 


[Translation] 


I want to offer my sincere -condolences to everyone in Jack's 
caucus and to his wife, the hon. member for Trinity—Spadina in 
particular. She is an extraordinary woman with unparalleled courage. 


[English] 


I also recognize that many of us last saw each other, not in this 
place, but in Roy Thomson Hall for the state funeral. I would like to 
particularly thank the right hon. Prime Minister for his generosity in 
deciding to give us that opportunity collectively to mourn the loss of 
a great Canadian. 


It was, in the best sense of the word, less a funeral than a true 
celebration of life. Celebrating together, I think we experienced, as 
partisans, a moment of our true shared humanity. We experienced 
together what it means to lose a friend and a colleague. We also saw, 
and we must always remember, that at the heart of everything we are 
all Canadians and we all love this country and we would do better to 
remember it. 
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We are all, in the end, human. We share the commonality that we 
are all born, we all die and that the measure of our lives is what we 
do with the time in between, no matter how short it might be. Jack 
did a lot in his time. Some of us die in ways that are almost 
anonymous, as the vigil outside and the walk for justice remind us of 
the aboriginal women. However, Jack died at the height of his 
powers. Jack died at the moment he had achieved something so long 
sought after that our hearts broke for that loss. He worked so hard. 
He faced, as many colleagues have mentioned, an election campaign, 
which is always gruelling, at a time that he was also fighting a 
serious illness, more serious than many of us knew. 


That speaks to other words from that same Welsh poet, quoted by 
my friend, the leader of the Liberal Party. It was Dylan Thomas who 
talked about how we face death and how we must not give into it, 
how we must not go gentle. Jack Layton fought harder than anyone I 
have ever seen. He put more into that last gasp, that last effort, to 
take his party to where he knew he could lead it. He gave so much of 
himself. 


I will also close with the words of Dylan Thomas who wrote: 


Do not go gentle into that good night, 
Rage, rage against the dying of the light. | 
It was in dying that I think Jack most clearly saw and then seized 
that light. 
Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank you and all members of the House for this opportunity to 


respond to the remarkable tributes to the hon. member for Toronto— 
Danforth. 


[Translation] 


I want to thank everyone from the bottom of my heart. 
[English] 


I will take this opportunity to express both my gratitude and my - 


renewed resolve first to the Leader of Her Majesty's Loyal 
Opposition and Canada's New Democrats. I wish to express my 
gratitude for her faith and trust in assuming stewardship of our party 
at this crucial time. I thank her for her support and friendship and, 
most of all, for her leadership. 


I wish to convey my heartfelt gratitude to the Prime Minister for 
the honour he showed, not just to my family and New Democrats, 
but all Canadians, by declaring a state funeral. 


I thank both the Prime Minister and Laureen Harper for the 
comfort and support they provided to me and my family, both 
publicly and privately. I thank him for his eloquent tribute in the 
House today. 


I thank all other leaders for their thoughtful tributes. 


[ also wish to thank members of the House of all parties who have 
been so supportive and who have passed on condolences from their 
constituents in every part of this country. 


The generosity of Canadians has been a source of great strength 
for me and for our family in these past weeks. Among. the 
condolences, our family has heard from so many other brave and 
courageous people who have been living with cancer or who have 
lost loved ones to the disease. Like them, and like millions of 
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generous Canadians, I am resolved to carry forward with hope and 
continue fighting this disease until there is a cure. 


As I was doing the Terry Fox Run yesterday, I was filled with 
optimism that with tens of thousands of Canadians participating 
together we can outrun cancer. 


I have been overwhelmed in the past weeks and days by so many 
inspiring messages everywhere, in condolence books, in cards and 
tributes, in letters to the editor, in emails, in blogs and twitters, and, 
for me, most memorably in chalk at Toronto's City Hall where both 
Jack and I served on council. 


I have been overwhelmed with messages from youth and children, 
women, immigrants, our first nations, Québécois, maritimers, 
westerners and Ontarians, so many messages that were inspired by 
Jack Layton and his message of hope, optimism and love, and so 
many messages that he himself would have been inspired by, 
especially those from youth, especially the ones who looked beyond 
the grief and saw the possibility of moving forward and building a 
better Canada and a better world. 


The chalk at city hall has washed away but those messages will be 
with me forever. They are part of my renewed resolve, my resolve to 
continue and build on Jack's legacy, a resolve built on values that 
were the guiding light for Jack Layton, values shared by so many in 
the House and across the country of fundamental Canadian values of 
generosity, justice and equality. 


Of course, it was easy for us to be hopeful and optimistic when 
Jack was around. The tough part is now. What makes it easier for 
me, what makes it even possible, is that so many people have 
understood the message and been inspired. What makes it possible is 
that so many are prepared to give politics and politicians a chance 
again, and they will be watching us as we move Canada forward. 


What makes it possible is the knowledge that the House of 
Commons, which was so important to Jack, is more representative of 
Canada and its diversity than ever before, and that is, in large part, 
due to his leadership and his unending quest for equality and justice; 
for giving a voice to the voiceless, to the people who thought they 
were on the margins; for empowering people who thought they had 
no power, for remembering that all of us who have the privilege to 
serve in the House are empowered by those very people we serve; 
and for remembering that together we have power to make positive 
changes that will benefit all Canadians. 


© (1140) 


We do have that power. I am resolved to move forward to help 
make the dreams that Jack and I shared for 30 years a reality for 
future generations. 


[ Translation] 


It is possible. It is still possible. 
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Government Orders 
[English] 


We saw evidence today of our shared humanity. We heard words 
rarely spoken in the House of hope, optimism and love. That 
suggests a better Canada is possible. It is possible to move Canada 
forward and make Canada a better and more prosperous place where 
no one 1s left behind. 


@ (1145) 


[Translation] 


My friends, let us work together. 
[English] 


And do not let them tell you that it cannot be done. 


The Speaker: The loss of Jack Layton leaves our Parliament 
missing much more than just one member. 


[Translation] 


We all know that Jack had deep partisan convictions, as every 
member of this House does, but he truly wanted Parliament to work 
for Canadians. 


[English] 


Here in the House, Jack's voice was a tireless voice. He was a 
worth adversary, an inspiring leader, a kind heart and a loyal friend. 


I now invite all hon. members to stand and observe a moment of 
silence. 


[A moment of silence observed] 


TR 


BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is my job to launch with the 
pedestrian business of the House. I am doing that with a motion to 
deal with the upcoming visit of the Prime Minister of Great Britain. 
It is a motion that I believe has the support of all the parties. I move: 

That, notwithstanding any Standing Order or usual practices of the House, on 

Thursday, September 22, 2011, the House shall meet at 10 a.m. and proceed to 

government orders; at 11 a.m. members may make statements pursuant to Standing 

Order 31; not later that 11:15 a.m. oral questions shall be taken up; at noon, the 

House shall proceed to the ordinary daily routine of business, followed by 


government orders, at 2:30 p.m. the House shall stand adjourned to the next sitting 
day; 


that the Address of the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, to be delivered in 
the Chamber of the House of Commons at 5:30 p.m. that day before Members of 
the Senate and the House of Commons, together with all introductory and related 
remarks, be printed as an appendix to the House of Commons Debates for that 
day and form part of the records of this House; and 


that the media recording and transmission of such address, introductory and 
related remarks be authorized pursuant to established guidelines for such 
occasions. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. Government House Leader have the 
unanimous consent to move this motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed 


The Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the motion. Is it 
the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed 


(Motion agreed to) 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
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[English] 


PREVENTING HUMAN SMUGGLERS FROM ABUSING 
CANADA'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM ACT 


The House resumed from June 21 consideration of the motion that 
Bill C-4, An Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection 
Act, the Balanced Refugee Reform Act and the Marine Transporta- 
tion Security Act, be read the second time and referred to a 
committee. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): We are resuming 
debate. When this matter was last before the House, the hon. member 
for Lac-Saint-Louis was speaking. He has 12 minutes remaining in 
his presentation, which will be followed by 10 minutes of questions 
and answers. 


[ Translation] 


The hon. member for Lac—Saint-Louis. 
[English] 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
it is a pleasure to pick up where things left off in June. Right before 
the long debate on back-to-work legislation I had the opportunity to 
speak to this bill for eight minutes. At that point I was making three 
general observations. 


The first is that refugees are not queue jumpers. There is a 
misconception across the land that when refugees come to Canada 
and claim refugee status, they are depriving others who would like to 
come to Canada of their right to do so. I say sadly that it is the 
government that has actually fostered this notion. Do not take my 
word for it; I will quote from an editorial in the Ottawa Citizen 
which stated the following: 


Back in 2010, [the] Public Safety Minister...said the government needed to crack 
down on human smuggling because “we know that jumping the immigration queue is 
fundamentally unfair to those who follow the rules and wait their turns to come to 
Canada.” 


This is the opposite of what is true about refugees. 


Of course, no one likes queue jumpers. We all have a natural 
aversion to the idea of someone cutting into line. However, refugees 
are not queue jumpers. By letting a refugee into Canada, we are not 
slowing down or otherwise causing a regular immigration applica- 
tion to be sidelined. It is very important to make that point. 


The second point I would like to make is related to the first point. 
There is a process for determining who is a legitimate refugee and 
who is a person whose claim is without proper merit. That process 
goes back at least 20 years, if I am not mistaken, or maybe a little 
less than 20 years. We know that that process is embodied in an 
institution of government that we call the Immigration and Refugee 
Board. 
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The third point I would like to make is related to the first two. The 
reason there is a refugee crisis in this country, the reason there is a 
backlog of refugee claimants, has a lot to do with the way the 
government, unfortunately, has undermined the refugee determina- 
tion process that is embodied in the Immigration and Refugee Board. 


We all know that the government failed to fill vacancies on the 
Immigration and Refugee Board for quite a long time, to the extent 
that the lack of desire to move in terms of appointing new members 
to the IRB was having and impact and creating the backlog in 
refugee claims. In fact, the Auditor General in 2009 expressed her 
concerns about timely and efficient appointments and reappoint- 
ments to the IRB when she looked at the matter of the refugee 
backlog. 


What has happened is the government has politicized the process 
of appointing people to the IRB which has made the backlog even 
worse. 
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It is very important that the government own up to this. First, it 
must admit that refugees are not queue jumpers. Second, it must 
admit that it has made the problem of the refugee backlog slightly 
worse because it failed previously to act quickly in terms of 
appointing members to the board. 


There are problems with this bill. It creates two classes of 
refugees. One class would be the regular refugee stream. The second 
class would be denoted by the minister as designated arrivals, which, 
upon being designated accordingly, would be treated differently. 
They could be held in detention for up to 12 months. 


What is really happening is the government is categorizing 
refugees. It is creating classes of refugees for different treatment 
based on, if we really look at it and read between the lines, the mode 
of transport the refugee claimants have used to get here. Refugees 
who come by plane typically would not come in big groups and 
would not receive the ministerial designation of designated foreign 
nationals and would not receive the different treatment that is being 
reserved for designated foreign nationals in this bill. Refugees who 
come in groups who will be designated as designated foreign 
nationals under the act typically will come by ship in squalid 
conditions. If they come by plane, they are not considered to be 
designated foreign nationals under the law. 


The government is creating different classes of refugees based on 
how the refugees come to Canada. Following that logic, there should 
be a class of refugees for those arriving by minivan. It is very 
unhealthy when we start to distinguish and create categories of 
people from what is essentially a group of people with the same 
characteristics, people who are fleeing persecution or misery for a 
better life. 


This brings me to another point. Back in June when I first spoke to 
this bill, I said that the government seems to make legislation based 
on the latest headlines. Instead of analyzing a situation over the long 
term and coming up with a solution that has some merit, it will react 
very quickly to news, especially before an election. It will bring in 
rushed legislation which obviously will have flaws because any 
legislation that is rushed will have flaws. It will bring in legislation 
to try to show the public that it is acting quickly to solve a problem, 
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which sometimes is very complex and requires more reflection than 
it is receiving. 


When the government introduced Bill C-49, which is now Bill 
C-4, it had already brought in Bill C-11 about a year before. Bill 
C-11 was meant to attack the problem of the growing refugee 
backlog the government itself had contributed to making worse. 
Under Bill C-11, the government implemented something that had 
been created by a Liberal government. It brought in a refugee appeal 
division to speed up the process whereby when a claimant is refused 
by the IRB, he or she may appeal to the Federal Court. The 
government said it would implement something that a Liberal 
government came up with, which was the refugee appeals division. 


I should mention that has not yet been implemented, as far as I 
know. Bill C-11 tried to remedy this situation but there have been 
more delays in terms of creating the refugee appeal division. In any 
event, Bill C-11 was attempting to deal with the problem. We still do 
not know if Bill C-11 would deal effectively with the problem 
because the appeals division has not been created. Why did the 
government not let things be and allow Bill C-11 to work its way 
through to implementation to see if it was able to resolve the matter 
before introducing Bill C-4? That is quite indicative of the fact that 
the government prefers to rush into things, sometimes with measures 
that are half-baked or not called for. 
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A major problem with Bill C-4 is that it probably violates the 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. That is what happens when 
legislation is rushed: we get legislation that is not thought through 
and is not properly put together. It means the legislation could be 
challenged and if it is challenged, it may be struck down. That would 
create more problems down the line. A government should really do 
things properly or it may find itself with problems down the line. 


Bill C-4 possibly could violate the Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms because of the fact that a person may be kept in detention 
for up to 12 months. We have seen jurisprudence by the Supreme 
Court find that time far too long and in violation of at least two 
sections of the charter. 


I will stop on that point and take the opportunity to move an 
amendment. I move: 


That the motion be amended by deleting all of the words after the word “That” and 
substituting the following: 


‘this House declines to give 2nd reading to Bill C-4, An Act to amend the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, the Balanced Refugee Reform Act and 
the Marine Transportation Security Act, since the bill fails to achieve its stated 
principle of cracking down on human smugglers and instead targets legitimate 
refugee claimants and refugees, and because it expands the Minister's discretion in 
a manner that is overly broad and not limited to the mass arrival situation that 
supposedly inspired the introduction of this legislation, and because it presents an 
imprisonment scheme that violates the Charter of Rights and Freedoms 
protections against arbitrary detention and prompt review of detention, and 
because its provisions also violate international obligations relating to refugees 
and respecting the treatment of persons seeking protection. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): It is my under- 
standing that the amendment is in order. 


Questions and comments, the hon. member for Saanich—Gulf 
Islands. 


1126 


Government Orders 


© (1205) 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
the hon. member for Lac-Saint-Louis has moved an excellent 
amendment. 


I wish to share that over the course of the summer holidays I had a 
brief conversation with the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism at the Calgary Stampede. I pointed out the same 
failing: the illogical focus on ships when most refugee claimants 
come to Canada by airplane. He said that he could, in his discretion 
as minister, designate it as an unusual entry by plane, bus, car, or any 
means. In other words, we could see this bill creep in and expose all 
refugee claimants, whether men, women or children, to a year of 
imprisonment. 


I wonder if the member for Lac-Saint-Louis has any comments on 
that statement. 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, the fundamental 
problem with this bill is that it would make victims of people who 
in many cases are already victims in other countries. 


We all get a little frustrated in traffic and do not like to be held up 
in it. When arriving home after a long trip from work or wherever we 
say that it was a hellish drive because we were stuck in traffic for an 
hour and a half. We should think about the person who agrees to pay 
a large sum of money to board an over-crowded boat to cross 
whatever sea or ocean to attempt to make a new life in a country like 
Canada. We should think how desperate they must be to go through 
all of those steps and all of that suffering. I do not think we should be 
targeting them as designated foreign arrivals and putting them in 
detention for 12 months. 


Again, we are punishing the victim. I do not think it is very good 
public policy and I do not think that Canadians agree with that kind 
of public policy. 

Mr. Stephen Woodworth (Kitchener Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I was rather intrigued by my friend's comments that 
somehow this bill creates categories of refugees. 


I wonder if the member is aware that many of the boats that bring 
refugees are inherently unsafe. Does the member think that we 
should try to discourage unsafe passage to Canada? 


I wonder if the member is aware that there are literally hundreds, 
if not thousands, of people around the world, real legitimate refugees 
who have been waiting in very poor conditions in refugee camps and 
following the procedures that we set out with the UN to get them 
into Canada, who get pushed back to second place when we have 
unexpected arrivals and mass arrivals of large boatloads of people? 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, indeed these boats are 
unsafe. This is really the point I was trying to make. Despite the fact 
that these are dangerous journeys, people are so desperate that they 
are willing to risk everything and risk their lives to make that 
journey. 


The question is, why are they treated like criminals when they get 
here? These refugees are not the ringleaders. They are not the ones 
promising that they will be admitted to Canada if they pay a certain 
sum of money. These refugees are desperate and are willing to do 
anything. 
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What about someone being brought over who has no knowledge 
of the fact that the person who is organizing the trip is doing 
something illegal? For example, what about the dozens of Polish and 
Ukrainian welders allegedly spirited into Canada by the Alberta 
priest recently accused of running an immigration scam? 


According to the media, if those charges are proven in court, by 
the minister's logic the welders should be detained and punished as 
part of a human smuggling scheme. 


The wrong people are being targeted. 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to congratulate the hon. member on a fine speech that sets 
out the myriad significant and profound problems with the bill 
before us. 


We have heard that the bill is likely unconstitutional, not in one 
way but in a number of ways. We have heard that the bill, without 
any doubt whatsoever, violates international conventions and treaties 
to which Canada is signatory. 


Perhaps most striking of all is what the Canadian public and 
groups that actually work with refugees have identified very clearly: 
that the bill will prove absolutely ineffective in targeting the real 
problem that we all agree is necessary to be targeted, the human 
smuggling. That is because the bill targets the attention on the 
refugees, not on the human smugglers. 


I wonder if my hon. colleague would expand a little bit on whether 
or not he feels the bill is misdirected and misguided in targeting the 
penalties and myriad discriminatory practices on the refugees and 
not the smugglers themselves. 
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Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, I really do think that is 
the problem. 


The bill is responding sensationalistic images in the media of large 
numbers of people falling off the sides of a boat off the coast of 
British Columbia. That is what the bill is responding to. 


The bill is trying to respond to an image that has been 
communicated through the media. The image itself is not reflective 
of what is going on. It is not reflective of the complexity of the 
situation. 


I am just astounded by how the government, knowing the 
Supreme Court decision in the Charkaoui case, could go about 
creating such an arbitrary detention. 


I will read from the legislative summary of the Library of 
Parliament for Bill C-4. This is not Liberal researchers writing this. 
This is from neutral, professional public servants. Page 8 of the 
legislative summary says: 

The mandatory waiting periods before first and subsequent reviews of reasons for 
continued detention set out in Bill C-4 for “designated foreign nationals” could raise 
some Charter concerns. They mark a significant departure from the timelines in the 


existing detention review regimes applicable to other persons detained under the 
IRPA. 


It goes on and on. 


The Supreme Court says: 
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Whether through habeas corpus or statutory mechanisms, foreign nationals, like 
others, have a night to prompt review to ensure that their detention complies with the 
law. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Raymond Côté (Beauport—Limoilou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 


one rather surprising aspect of the bill is the powers that would 
potentially be granted to the minister. One of the goals we set when 
introducing a bill is to make one clear rule that applies to everyone. 


I want to thank my colleague for his speech because it illustrated 
to what extent this could become a problem. Can the hon. member 
elaborate on the discretionary power the minister would have? 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is 
absolutely right to raise this aspect of the bill. In a democracy we 
have to set parameters to ensure that no party, no government, no 
minister has unlimited power. That is the principle behind 
democracy. A democracy is more than just elections and votes, 
which are obviously necessary. It also takes parameters and structure 
to protect the public from excessive and absolute power. Accord- 
ingly, this aspect of the bill is problematic and just another reason we 
want to prevent this bill from moving forward. 


[English] 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to stand and give a speech on what is a highly symbolic 
piece of legislation, a piece of legislation that will illustrate to 
Canadians the very clear differences in the approach to governing 
between the government and the official opposition. 


Bill C-4 purports to deal with preventing human smugglers from 
abusing Canada's immigration system, but in reality it is directed 
almost solely at refugee claimants who arrive in Canada utilizing 
whatever means are at their disposal. It is fair to say that it reflects a 
style of government that reacts quickly to exploit fear in our society, 
to take people's misery and exploit it for political purposes and to 
proceed with knee-jerk legislation that is not based on fact, not based 
on law, not based on reason and not based on fairness. 


I am going to go through some of the major aspects of the bill so 
that Canadians can see exactly what the essence of the bill really is. 


Bill C-4 would give the Minister of Immigration the power to 
designate, in his sole discretion, a group of refugees as “irregular 
arrivals”. He could do that based on mere suspicion and based on the 
definition of a group that is not specified in the act, but presumably 
means any gathering of two or more people. 


Once designated claimants receive that title, they are then subject 
to all kinds of special rules and, as we will hear during debate on the 
bill, discriminatory rules. I will start with some of them. 


Once designated as irregular arrivals, designated claimants, 
including children, will be mandatorily detained on arrival or upon 
designation for up to one year. There will be no review of their 
detention by the Immigration and Refugee Board for one year. 
Release will only be possible if they are found to be refugees, if the 
IRB orders their release at the expiry of a year, or if the minister 
decides that there are exceptional circumstances. Mandatory 
conditions set out in the regulations will be imposed on all 
designated claimants released from detention, subjecting these 
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people to special conditions that do not apply to any other refugee 
claimant. 


Designated arrivals will have their right to apply for permanent 
residency suspended. Under this legislation a designated claimant 
will be prohibited from applying for permanent residency for five 
years. If the person fails to comply with any of the conditions or 
reporting requirements, that five-year suspension can be extended to 
SIX years. 


To show how arbitrary and ill thought out the legislation is, the 
five-year ban on applying for permanent residency applies even to 
someone who is found to be a legitimate refugee. Someone who 
comes here could be designated, satisfy the IRB within a year or two 
that he or she is a bona fide legitimate refugee, and still be prohibited 
from applying for permanent residency for five years. 


A designated person cannot make a humanitarian and compassio- 
nate application or apply for a temporary resident permit for five 
years. 


In terms of refugee travel documents, a designated person cannot 
receive travel documents. This means that designated refugees 
cannot travel outside of Canada for at least five years after they have 
been accepted as a refugee. 


If we take these three things together, they mean that a designated 
refugee claimant, even if he or she is a legitimate, bona fide legal 
refugee, will be separated from his or her family for at least five 
years. He or she cannot travel to see family for at least five years. 
That is how Canada, under the Conservative government's 
legislation, is purporting to treat a bona fide refugee. 


The legislation contains retroactive provisions so that the minister 
can make a retroactive designation for arrivals in Canada since 
March 31, 2009. Again, it has not been common in Canadian 
legislatures or in this Parliament to reach back in time and render 
illegal something that was legal at the time, but the Conservative 
government wants to do that in this case. 
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Bill C-4 is deeply unfair to refugees. It fails to honour obligations 
under Canadian and international law. It deprives individual cases 
from the independent review that justice requires. It would involve 
huge costs and unnecessary detention. Perhaps most pressing of all, 
Bill C-4 would do nothing to prevent human smuggling. The bill is 
unclear, arbitrary, discriminatory and ineffective. 


More laws directed at refugees will not catch human smugglers 
who are overseas. Mandatory minimum sentences will not deter 
human smugglers who are overseas. Under the Immigration and 
Refugee Protection Act, smuggling is already punishable by life 
imprisonment and mandatory minimums have been shown not to 
work as deterrents. Refugees know little or nothing about the laws 
before they arrive in the country of asylum and, even if they know, 
desperate fear for their lives often forces them to do whatever they 
must to flee persecution. 
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Australia recently tried a very similar regime to punish refugees to 
try to deter them. It did not work there and there is no reason to think 
it would work here. 


I will go through f some of the major problems with the bill. Bill 
C-4 punishes refugees. The bill has been presented as legislation 
targeting smugglers but most of the provisions punish not smugglers, 
but the refugees themselves. I have already said that refugees, 
including children, would be mandatorily detained for a year without 
the possibility of an independent review. Under Bill C-4, refugees 
would be victimized three times: first, by their persecutors; second, 
by their smugglers; and finally, by Canada. 


Bill C-4 violates the charter and our international human rights 
obligations, including the convention related to the status of 
refugees, commonly known as the Refugee Convention, and the 
Convention on the Rights of the Child. 


Bill C-4 is discriminatory and it would create two classes of 
refugees with one class, those designated based on their mode of 
arrival, treated worse than the other. This again is discriminatory and 
contrary to the charter. 


Once again, the measures imposing arbitrary detention are not 
only likely to be unconstitutional, they have already been found to be 
unconstitutional. In security certificate cases, the Supreme Court of 
Canada has already found that mandatory detention without review 
violates numerous sections of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


Bill C-4 denies the right to equal access to justice. The bill denies 
designated persons the right to appeal a negative refugee decision to 
the Immigration and Refugee Board's Refugee Appeal Division. An 
appeal is a fundamental safeguard in refugee decision making where 
a person's life and liberty may be at stake. By eliminating the 
opportunity to correct errors at the first level, the bill would put 
Canada at risk of violating its most fundamental obligation toward 
refugees, which is not to send them back to persecution. 


I have talked about how Bill C-4 blocks family reunification, 
which has been described by the government as its key objective. 
The bill deprives some refugees of the right for five years to apply 
for permanent residence and, therefore, reunification of families, 
including their children. This is a violation of the right to family life 
guaranteed by the Convention on the Rights of the Child, the 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and the 
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. 


The bill also prevents consideration of the best interests of the 
child. The bill denies designated persons, including children, the 
opportunity for five years to make an application on humanitarian 
and compassionate grounds. This application is often the only 
avenue for consideration of best interests of the child under refugee 
law. Under the terms of the bill, however, children could be deported 
from Canada without consideration of their best interests, again in 
violation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child. 


I would like to focus on Australia's example because it is 
instructive to the House. Australia had policies to lock up refugee 
claimants long-term and to deny them permanent status even when 
granted refugee status in an attempt to stop refugees coming to that 
country by boat. It is exactly what is happening here. The policies 
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resulted in refugees, including many children, being traumatized by 
their experiences in detention. 


© (1220) 


The Australian Human Rights Commission, an organization 
created by the Australian parliament, conducted a national inquiry 
into children in immigration detention and found that children in 
Australian immigration detention centres had suffered numerous and 
repeated breaches of their human rights. 


Far from deterring people, depriving refugees of the right to 
family reunification appears to have caused some people to arrive by 
boat, later bringing the wives and children of refugees in Australia 
who were unable to bring their families through legal channels. This 
was a deeply divisive policy, with many people in Australia unclear 
as to what was the best approach. However, we do know that in the 
past three years Australia has moved away from its policies of 
detention and temporary status for refugees. 


I want to chat a bit about history because there is the old adage 
that those of us who forget history are doomed to repeat it. Canada's 
history with respect to immigration and refugees is not perfect. The 
Chinese head tax and the internment of Japanese Canadians during 
the Second World War are both relative and old discredited 
philosophies, sadly, of our past. Another event from our undistin- 
guished past is the Canadian government's refusal to admit a boat 
load of Jewish people fleeing Hitler's Germany, a refusal that forced 
the MS Sz. Louis back to Europe where many of the passengers 
perished in the Holocaust. 


The individuals on that boat were not Canadian citizens or even 
permanent residents. However, many Canadians feel, and the 
Minister of Immigration himself has expressed, a sense of 
responsibility for the passengers on the St. Louis and a fundamental 
ethical obligation to help people in desperate situations fleeing for 
their lives. : 


In the minister's words at the unveiling of the monument to 
commemorate the MS Sz. Louis just this year, the monument was 
described as a “concrete perpetual expression of regret”. The 
minister went on to remind us that we must learn from the lessons of 
history in order to apply them in the future, and said: 


Canada will never close its doors to legitimate refugees who need our protection 
and who are fleeing persecution. 


The official opposition agrees with that sentiment. That is the 
reason we will profoundly oppose this bill until the many problems 
are cleared. Otherwise, history will continue to judge Canada on the 
way we treat victims of international crisis. It is a bill that creates two 
tiers of refugees, violates our Charter of Rights and Freedoms and 
violates Canada's obligations under international law. 


I will read a section from the UN convention relating to the status 
of refugees, which Canada has signed. Article 31 states: 


The Contracting States shall not impose penalties, on account of their illegal entry 
or presence, on refugees who, coming directly from a territory where their life or 
freedom was threatened in the sense of article 1, enter or are present in their territory 
without authorization, provided they present themselves without delay to the 
authorities and show good cause for their illegal entry or presence. 
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The bill does exactly that. It violates that section because it is 
imposing penalties on account of people's illegal entry or presence 
on refugees who are directly fleeing persecution. 


Last summer and the summer before, we saw two boats come to 
this country containing refugees fleeing what is agreed by every state 
in this world to be a terrible civil war in Sri Lanka. There were 
approximately 478 people on one boat and there were approximately 
80 people on another boat. These were people who risked their lives 
to come to a country where they could be safe. 


I would ask all Canadians what they would do if the country in 
which they found themselves threatened their lives and the lives of 
their husbands, wives and children; if armed people were coming to 
get them and draft their children into child armies; if armed thugs 
were coming to sexually assault wives and young girls or boys; if 
armed men were coming to kill them, what they would do. I dare say 
that all Canadians would answer that question the same way. They 
would do whatever they had to do in order to save the lives of their 
loved ones and to escape to safety. That may even include paying 
someone. 


Another big problem with the bill is that confuses human 
smuggling, criminal organizations engaged in inappropriate criminal 
acts, with the irregular movement of refugees, which often involves 
the payment of money in order to have an organized subversive way 
to escape a country. 
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I also want to spend a moment talking about the nonsense of a 
queue. There is no queue when it comes to refugees. The 
government should be ashamed of itself for going out in public 
and confusing Canadians that these are queue jumpers. 


There are two ways refugees come to this country. The first way is 
under the United Nations High Commission on Refugees. There are 
refugee camps where they are safe and they can make quarterly 
applications. The second way is refugees who are directly fleeing a 
well-founded fear of persecution. Those people fleeing a war zone 
cannot stop and make an application. Those people do not present 
themselves to the nearest authorities and queue up. Can anyone 
imagine the Jewish people in Nazi Germany showing up at German 
authorities and saying that they want to make an application to claim 
refugee status? That is absurd, and international law recognizes that. 


_ The idea that refugees are coming here and some are jumping in 
front of others is absolutely false. People who are trying to muddy 
the waters for political purposes by confusing those two concepts 
ought to be ashamed of themselves. At its fundamental base, Canada 
has an obligation. We have signed treaties to be a mature country on 
the world stage and we have agreed to accept our obligations, and 
one of those is to do our fair share to accept refugees. 


The definition of a refugee is clear. Refugees must show our 
country that they have a well-founded fear of persecution. By 
definition, we are talking about a profoundly serious situation where 
someone risks death, injury, torture or some unacceptable conduct or 
treatment that violates the common norms of civilized society. Those 
people need our help and Canada needs to have fair rules to 
adjudicate such claims. 
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Canadians of course do not agree with human smuggling. We 
want to do our fair share to ensure that criminal organizations that 
are trafficking in people or who are involved in the international sex 
trade are punished and stopped. Those are criminals. That is very 
different from refugees fleeing persecution and the whole network 
that has surrounded that activity of people who help them. 


This act would criminalize the whole process. It would even 
criminalize those people who help refugees. Church groups, faith 
groups and refugee organizations all risk being deemed to be in 
violation of this act and being deemed criminals because they help 
and assist refugees. That has to be misguided. That has to be wrong. 
That has to be bad legislation. 


Under the government, since 2006 there has been a concerted drop 
in the number of family-class visas that have been issued. There has 
been a dramatic drop in the number of refugee visas issued by the 
government. These are not New Democrat official opposition 
numbers. These are numbers published on the Citizenship and 
Immigration Canada website that just came out in June. 


The government needs to restore Canada's reputation on the world 
stage by not only treating the refugee claimants who come to this 
country but by improving our system so that we allow more refugees 
to get to Canada and be settled, and so that we let more of those 
millions of people who are in refugee camps and in dangerous 
situations all over the world get to places of safe haven and safety. 


I have seen members of this House from every party show up at 
commemorations of the Komagata Maru or the MS St. Louis, as I 
just pointed out. We all bow our heads and remember those days 
when Canada sent away boatloads of people who came to our shores 
seeking freedom and safety, only decades later to find out that we 
were sending those people back to their deaths. 


Canada deserves fair and balanced refugee legislation. This 
legislation is not fair and balanced and the official opposition will 
work hard to amend this until it is or defeat it. 


@ (1230) 


Mr. Stephen Woodworth (Kitchener Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I always listen, often with amazement, to some of the 
things my friends across the way say. I want to begin by saying as 
emphatically as possible that the suggestion that this legislation will 
result in any boat being sent away from Canada's shores is complete 
poppycock. That is the most polite word I can think of for that. The 
suggestion that any church group would be found criminally 
responsible for helping a refugee is again poppycock. 


The fact of the matter is that recently Canada let some 35,000 
refugee applicants into our country in a single year. No one can 
suggest that Canada is not doing its fair share around the world. 
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I am interested in my friend's old adage. However, there is another 
adage, that being that the very definition of insanity is doing the 
same thing over and over again and expecting a different result. 
Canadians want us to do something different. 


Canada cannot possibly solve all of the refugee problems of the 
world on its own. Would my friend join me in calling on the United 
Nations to get its act together and properly deal with the worldwide 
refugee crisis? 


@ (1235) 


Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, the official opposition will always 
call on the United Nations to do its share and improve its ability to 
assist refugees around the world with finding places of safe haven. 


The world is a very dangerous place. There are terrible situations 
occurring in many countries of the world wherein people awaken 
every morning potentially facing the end of their lives or the lives of 
their loved ones. Generally, that is not something we deal with in 
Canada, so of course I would join my friend in calling for that. 


My hon. colleague points out that this legislation will not result in 
any boat being turned away. However, it is worse than that. It 
purports to result in boats never actually getting here. Specifically, 
that is what it aims to do. The minister has said that. Through the use 
of draconian rules, he hopes to dissuade anyone from actually 
attempting to get on a boat or plane to get to Canada. That will result 
in the ultimate price to be paid, that being more refugees facing 
persecution if they are unable to attempt to escape to a safe haven 
like Canada. 


I want to say one last thing. When refugees are fleeing a place, 
they will go wherever they can. Canada is not immune to that. We 
expect countries around Sri Lanka to accept refugees. We should be 
no different in this country. 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would ask my colleague from Vancouver Kingsway whether he had 
a chance, as I did, to meet with members of the Tamil community 
after the arrival of the refugees to the west coast shores to hear of the 
shock, trauma and vulnerability experienced by the families in 
detention. 


Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, I have in fact met on many 
occasions with representatives from the Tamil community. 


While watching the final days of the civil war in Sri Lanka, we 
saw the Sri Lankan government prohibit international journalists as 
well as the Red Cross from entering the country. We heard stories of 
war crimes and atrocities, including the use of phosphorus bombs 
and the bombing of hospitals. We heard of extrajudicial killings. In 
fact, recently there has been some authenticated film footage 
showing summary executions of Tamils taking place on the side of 
the road by regular Sri Lankan army officials. It was a bit of a 
glimpse into the seriousness of the problems that had happened in 
that country. 


Then we had the two boats which came carrying refugees from 
that war-torn country. We have to put this in perspective. We had 
slightly over 500 people come to these shores. It is a country of 34 
million people, the second largest country in the world by land mass. 
There is no reason for people to jump to knee-jerk reactions because 
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we had 500 people come to our shores from a civil war. That 
represented less than 2% of the entire refugee claimants of that year. 


Earlier my friend from the government side said that we had let in 
34,000 refugees last year. That is 10,000 visas fewer than were 
issued five years ago. Therefore, the trend is getting worse, not 
better. 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my colleague from Vancouver Kingsway for highlighting 
some of the draconian provisions in this bill. One of the things I am 
really concerned about is the detention of children. As a father of two 
children, one 5 and the other 15, I cannot imagine kids being brought 
up in a war-torn country, then travelling a month or two on a very 
crowded boat, and on top of that being detained for over a year in 
Canada. That is not acceptable. 


Is my colleague aware of the long-lasting impacts it can have on 
children being detained for a year in Canada? 


@ (1240) 


Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, as I said in my speech, from the 
Australian experience there is data on that very question. In 
particular, there was a government-mandated commission that 
looked into the effects upon children being detained. We must 
remember the context by which these people arrive in Canada. Most 
have suffered intense trauma. We need not be psychologists to know 
that those who have escaped brutal civil wars and/or witnessed 
episodes of unspeakable violence have been traumatized. It would be 
traumatic for any of us and is particularly traumatic for children. 


When people come to this country and are then locked up for a 
year without having their cases reviewed on a regular basis, it adds 
to that trauma. This bill would be draconian and unfair to anyone and 
is particularly unjustifiable when we think of the effects it will have 
on children, especially those fleeing places of unspeakable violence 
and horror. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
the member for Vancouver Kingsway made a point earlier in his 
excellent presentation that the statement frequently made by 
government members that somehow refugees are jumping the queue 
has no reality. I certainly agree with that. However, I put that very 
question to the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multi- 
culturalism and his response was that there is a queue for refugees, 
that they should go to an international refugee facility run by the 
United Nations and wait there. 


We have heard a government member say that the UN should get 
its act together. The United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees is entirely funded by voluntary donations from govern- 
ments. It is already stretched beyond its limits and was not created as 
a holding room for political refugees. It responds to crisis situations. 
Therefore, the notion that refugees should first find their way to a 
camp run by the UNHCR shows a complete absence of under- 
standing of the political refugee situation. 


I wonder if the hon. member for Vancouver Kingsway would 
comment on this misapprehension of the Minister of Citizenship, 
Immigration and Multiculturalism on how refugees arrive in this 


country. 
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Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, that is an excellent question. It is 
easy to be generous when asking someone else to pay the freight and 
carry the load. The statement by the minister presumes that it is other 
countries that must have the UNHCR refugee camps, not us. Canada 
does not have one. For instance, if people are fleeing Sri Lanka by 
boat, I guess we expect Sri Lanka's neighbouring countries, such as 
Thailand, Indonesia and Vietnam, to welcome and support those 
people in international refugee camps. However, we do not have one. 
Internationally, what kind of position is that? 


It is worse to think that, unlike Canada, many of the countries 
surrounding Sri Lanka have not signed international covenants on 
the treatment of refugees. It is even worse to think that a first world 
and wealthy country such as Canada has far more resources for 
settling refugees. Perhaps Canada should open some UNHCR camps 
in Canada. If members opposite think that the UN should be doing 
its share and picking up the slack, maybe Canada could lead the way 
by offering to do more in that regard. 


Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the 
opportunity to speak to this issue this morning and have the chance 
to listen to my hon. colleague. I congratulate him as a critic at our 
committee. I look forward to working with him and his party as we 
work through a number of issues at citizenship and immigration, 
including this bill dealing with public safety. 


I am very grateful for the chance to rise and support Bill C-4 and 
its legislation therein. It will allow Canada to crack down on 
dangerous and illegal human smuggling operations while still 
maintaining our long and proud tradition of providing a safe haven 
for refugees. 


As several of my hon. colleagues have noted, Canada is a 
compassionate country that welcomes immigrants and refugees from 
all over the world. In fact, every year we welcome about 250,000 
newcomers to our country, which includes granting asylum to more 
than 10,000 persecuted persons each year and resettling another 
12,000 refugees from abroad. In 2010, we welcomed close to 
280,000 new immigrants to our country, one of the highest numbers 
in post-war history. 


Let me point out, when we passed the refugee reform legislation in 
the last Parliament, Bill C-11, contingent upon the passing of that 
legislation was that we as a country would accept on a yearly basis 
an additional 2,500 refugees to our country. It speaks to the 
compassion, care and concer this government has for refugees 
across the world. Quite honestly, that bill passed with unanimous 
consent. My congratulations to everyone in the House who chose to 
do what was right for our country, what was right for refugees and to 
ensure that we passed a piece of legislation that is good for Canada 
as well as those refugees who see Canada as their new home. In 
helping refugees begin a new life Canadians are helping to ensure 
that we maintain our international obligations and at the same time 
build stronger and safe communities and fulfill the promise of 
Canada, the most welcoming nation in the world. 


Our government is committed not only to preserving but also 
strengthening this already impressive track record. As I noted, the 
Balanced Refugee Reform Act, which received royal assent on June 
29, 2010, will allow us to help more people and do it faster. We have 
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committed significant dollars to ensure that this process and program 
is implemented to the best of our ability as a government and the best 
of our ability as a civil service. We have set aside that funding and 
the person power in order to implement the changes to the asylum 
system as well as to resettle an additional 2,500 refugees on top of 
what we already accept as a nation. 


The government and many Canadians believe that Canada's 
generosity should not be extended to criminal smuggling. There is a 
significant difference when one talks about human compassion and 
treatment of refugees and the sick and utterly despised human 
smuggling system on which the government is prepared to take 
action to ensure it is lowered and lessened. Unfortunately, it will be 
difficult to get rid of it entirely. However, we strive to lower and 
lessen the opportunity for human smugglers to make money off the 
backs of other people in this world. 


One of the strongest commitments our government made to 
Canadians when we were first elected in 2006 was that we would 
take action to make our streets, our homes and our communities safer 
for everyone. We delivered on that commitment in a number of 
ways. Again, when it relates to illegal smuggling operations of all 
kinds that are of concern to law enforcement officers, as well as all 
Canadians, the government has taken action to crack down on such 
increasingly dangerous and violent operations. 


Shutting down these organized criminal networks is vitally 
important to both protecting the health of Canadians, as well as 
their safety and security. Our message in dealing with illegal 
smuggling operations has been crystal clear. Canada will take 
decisive action to protect our borders, as well as the safety and 
security of the law-abiding citizens who are proud to call this great 
country home. 


- Human smuggling poses significant risks to our borders and to all 
Canadians. It is a criminal activity that calls out for action both 
domestically, which we will implement with C-4, and internationally. 
That is what Canadians want. It is what they have asked for and that 
is what our government will do. 


@ (1245) 


The bottom line is that human smuggling undermines Canada's 
security. Large-scale arrivals make it difficult to properly identify 
those who arrive, including the smugglers. They hide on these ships. 
They dress themselves exactly the same way as the potential 
refugees. It is almost impossible, and it takes a tremendous amount 
of work of both the CBSA, Canada Border Services Agency, and our 
RCMP officers to try to determine who will apply for refugee status 
and who is a smuggler. 


Human smuggling is not just a profitable business; it is also 
dangerous and it puts the lives of those being smuggled in jeopardy. 


I was in Vancouver, British Columbia to see the ship that brought 
those poor individuals to our country. It is one thing the opposition 
may not like to talk about, but the fact is these ships are not cruise 
ships, they are literally containers to stuff human life into. The ships 
are put out to sea in the hope that it shows up on the shore of a 
country that will accept it. This trip is probably the most dangerous 
trip that these individuals will have to face. 
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To do that to individuals, including children, is abhorrent, 
unacceptable and the government will ensure that it stops in our 
country. Under the Preventing Human Smugglers from Abusing 
Canada's Immigration System Act, our government is cracking down 
on human smugglers in a number of different ways. 


The proposed legislation will enable the Minister of Public Safety 
to declare the existence of a human smuggling event, making those 
involved subject to the act's measures. It will make it easier to 
prosecute human smugglers. It will impose mandatory minimum 
prison sentences on convicted smugglers. It will also hold the 
shipowners and operators to account for the use of their ships in 
human smuggling operations. 


These are proposed reforms which our government is proposing. 
They will help the safety and security of our streets and our 
communities by providing for the mandatory detention of partici- 
pants for up to one year or until a positive decision by the 
immigration and refugee board regarding their refugee claims, or 
whichever comes sooner, in order to allow for the determination of 
identity, the identity admissibility and illegal activity. 


It is unfair, unwarranted and unacceptable that in this day and age 
ships like these come into port and the individuals on those ships are 
simply allowed to move into the general population of our country. 
We cannot have that happen. We do not know who is on those ships. 
We have no idea whether there are serious criminals, smugglers or 
shipowners on them. 


The process to determine the history of the individuals, the 
potential criminal activity of some of those individuals and the 
fairness upon which some of those individuals will receive refugee 
status in our country has to be done properly and right to ensure the 
safety of all individuals on the ship and all of the 34 million 
Canadians in our country. 


Under the proposed act, our government is also reducing the 
attraction of coming to Canada by way of illegal human smuggling 
operations. We will prevent those who come to Canada as part of 
human smuggling events from applying for permanent residence 
status for a period of five years, should they successfully obtain 
refugee status, and prevent such individuals from sponsoring family 
members for a period of at least five years. Thése are not easy 
decisions to make. They are difficult ones to make in terms of how 
we will process individuals and families ending up on these ships. 


Whether it is the United Nations, or international bodies or 
governments in our country, we have to stop the smugglers from 
doing this. It is not enough just to try to attempt to go after them 
internationally. We have to let smugglers know that it will be 
difficult for them to fill those ships, because individuals will not 
want to risk what may happen to them in the process of coming over. 


@ (1250) 


Furthermore, after the passage of the act, our government will also 
make administrative changes to ensure that participants in a human 
smuggling events do not receive health care benefits that are any 
more generous than those that Canadians receive now. From my 
perspective, having gone across the country holding town hall 
meetings with a number of my colleagues, this is one of the principle 
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parts of what it is to be Canadian, and we exude that with the 
principle of fairness. 


Canadians accept and understand our role from an international 
perspective to help those who need it most. We have shown that 
during tragic incidents, such as what happened in Haiti. We have 
shown that in our acceptance and our obligation, punching above our 
weight in terms of the number of refugees that we accept from the 
United Nations to come to our country each and every year. 


What we cannot do, and what Canadians do not want us to do, is 
to move beyond the principle of fairness. If those who come to our 
country receive health care benefits that exceed the benefits 
Canadians receive, then we need to act, and Canadians have asked 
us to act. We are doing just that in this legislation. 


As the minister has noted, the reforms that our government is 
proposing are tough. We are not saying anything else about that. 
They are tough, but they are fair. ! 


While Canada has a proud history and a tradition of welcoming 
immigrants who wish to start a new life here, Canada's generous 
immigration system has become a target for human smuggling 
operations. We must take action to end the abuse of Canada's 
immigration system by human smugglers because it is not 
acceptable. The majority of Canadians do not accept it and the 
majority of people in the House of Commons do not accept it. 
However, to do so we must have laws and measures in place that will 
deter and prevent these operations. 


Canada's refugee resettlement program is one of the most 
generous in the developed world. As I mentioned, there is no 
country, on a per capita basis, that accepts more refugees than 
Canada. We continually punch above our weight when it comes to 
showing care and compassion for those who need it the most. 
Canada is one of the most generous countries in the developed 
world. On average, we take one out of every ten refugees from 
around the world who wants to resettle here, and it is a big world. 


That speaks to the acceptance that we have as Canadians and it 
speaks to what we as a government believe must be maintained and 
be continued in the future. However, we must do so under some 
principles, issues, laws and measures that make sense to us as a 
government, but also meet the common sense rule and the principle 
of fairness rule that Canadians have asked us to do. 


The critic for the NDP mentioned the issue of a queue not 
existing. Individuals in refugee camps have lived in squalor and have 
done so for the last five to ten years. They have been determined by 
the UN to be refugees. We as a country have an obligation to accept 
our fair and higher percentage than that which has been slated for us. 


We are shutting the doors on individuals and potential families 
coming here when a boat with 500 individuals on it comes in. It may 
slightly open the door for the opportunity for a new life for those 
individuals who have been smuggled here, but it shuts the door on 
those who are already refugees who have been waiting for that same 
opportunity to begin a new life. 
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I beg to differ with my hon. friend. We have a process when these 
ships come here. It sets in place what we have determined is an acute 
problem with queue-jumping. When those ships cannot rest in any 
port across our country, then we do not have queue-jumping. Instead 
we have a fair process that has been determined by the United 
Nations to be an extremely good one. 


@ (1255) 


All sides of the House of Commons determined that reform was 
necessary in our refugee legislation, and that was passed 
unanimously. We are now coming close to the end of the 
implementation point where this process, the new refugee act, will 
now begin. It has been hailed across the world as a system that will 
improve what has already been considered by many to be one of the 
best systems in the world. 


It is unfair to those who have patiently waited, through legitimate 
means, to come to our country to have human smugglers illegally 
bring people into our country. It is that simple and the Canadian 
public understands this. In every town hall meeting, whether they 
were in total support of the legislation or had some difficulty with 
parts of it, one point individuals did not argue with was the fact that 
Canada had a principle of fairness that it acted upon when it came to 
all of its international obligations, specifically in dealing with 
refugee reform. 


Queue jumping is not fair. It is not fair to people in our country 
and it is not fair to those who have been determined to be refugees to 
come here. That principle upon which fairness exists has to start and 
this legislation would help do that. When this happens, Canada's 
immigration system becomes less fair. More than that, our safety is 
actually threatened by criminal or terrorist organizations that can and 
often do use proceeds from human smuggling operations to fund 
other more violent activities, which pose a significant threat to our 
way of life. 


No one in the House can tell me that these individuals who pay 
$20,000, $30,000, $40,000 and sometimes upwards of $50,000 for a 
place on what is deemed to be a boat have it in.their pocket to do so. 
There is an obligation, in fact a price, that is on each one of those 
individuals to repay the exorbitant fee, the rip-off. The human 
smugglers could care less whether these individuals survive, only 
that the demanded payment is made in order to get these people from 
their country of origin. Those individuals spend their lifetime trying 
to repay that loan and they live in fear doing so. They have no idea 
what recriminations will be put upon them if they are unable to do 
SO. 


This circle of human smuggling has to stop. We have to find a way 
to erase the circle and not have it exist in the fashion that it has with 
Canada being a haven for these ships. Human smugglers cram 
individuals onto a ship and let it sail into a Canadian port. We will 
not let that happen in a way that Canada is seen across the world as 
the place to do this, or that Canada is a place for them to take a 
chance with hundreds or thousands of lives. It will not happen 
anymore. We are determined as a government to put a stop to it. 


Canadians have told us en mass across the country. We just fought 
an election over a number of issues and this was one of them. 
Canadians sent us back to govern. They sent us here to implement 
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this bill because they believe it is right legislation and it is timely. 


Perhaps it should have been implemented decades. ago. 


Under the legislation, the very ship that my hon. colleague from 
the NDP spoke about would not have been turned away. It would 
have had an opportunity. There would be a process in place with 
legislation and regulations that would work. 


I look forward to getting the bill to committee. I look forward to 
getting this bill back for second reading and implementing the 


legislation. 


© (1300) 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, my question has to do with the concept of queue-jumping. 


I wonder how the parliamentary secretary thinks that people who 
have fled for their lives, who have been victims of violence, who 
have lost all of their property, their homes and with no ability to 
communicate, would know about Canadian regulations. How do 
they know there is a queue in Canada? It presumes a kind of world 
that does not exist out there for refugees who have fled for their 
lives. 


They are not shopping for a country; they are fleeing to safety. 
The kind of penalties that the bill would place on these refugees 
would doubly victimize them. For those who have been victims of 
violence, who have lost everything, a year of detention would be 
imposed on them. They would be given an extra penalty for arriving 
in Canada. 


How does the parliamentary secretary think refugees shop for 
countries to go to when they are in the business of fleeing for their 
lives? 


© (1305) 


Mr. Rick Dykstra: Mr. Speaker, I certainly see the differences 
that we have on this side of the House, based on the question that is 
being asked. 


First and foremost, these individuals who want to flee their 
countries do not shop. They are forced to pay tens of thousands of 
dollars to get on a ship. It is the human smugglers who do the 
shopping. 


We are going to stop that. No longer are they going to take 
advantage of individuals who have basic human rights taken away 
from them by individuals who demand huge sums of money, who 
take those hundreds of individuals and stuff them on a boat, push it 
out of port, and hope it lands somewhere. Not only do these 
smugglers not have the nerve to show themselves, but they also 
actually dress themselves as potential refugees who are coming to 
this country to try to hide within them, to try to get the same kind of 
treatment that the individuals who are trying to flee their country are 
attempting to get from Canada. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, if 
I were to canvass my constituents and Canadians today, I am sure 
they would be somewhat surprised that here we are on the first day 
of the session talking about the number one priority bill for this 
particular Parliament when the number one issue for Canadians is the 
issue of the economy, jobs, and so forth. 
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Having said that, as the critic for this particular bill I am very 
much concerned in terms of the direction that the government 
continues to want to push on this particular issue. I think it is very 
telling that in one of the newspaper articles I have received, we have 
a picture of the Ocean Lady and what appears to be the Prime 
Minister and the Minister of Immigration. For the Conservative 
government, that is what this has all been about. It is a wedge issue 
the government is using to try to demonize immigration, immigrants, 
and refugees and leave a bad taste for Canadians, when it should in 
fact be promoting tolerance, education, and so forth. 


The government, the minister and the parliamentary secretary say 
we are after the human smugglers. The parliamentary secretary 
should recognize that, and I would ask him to acknowledge that 
going after these human smugglers means the people who are really 
going to be paying the price are the individuals who need and who 
are looking for asylum. Will the government not recognize that at 
least indirectly, if not directly, it is making a victim of the individuals 
who are seeking asylum? 


Mr. Rick Dykstra: Mr. Speaker, there are two points I want to 
make very quickly. 


The first point is that those individuals who seek asylum in this 
country and who deserve asylum as refugees will receive it. There is 
absolutely no question. This legislation would not change any of that 
from happening. It will not, it cannot and it shall not. 


The second point is this. I know the member was elected in a 
byelection in the previous Parliament, so he was here for part of it. 
We introduced this legislation in the last Parliament. We literally 
begged the opposition to support it, at least at second reading, so that 
we could get this legislation to a legislative committee to study it and 
try to work with them. I can explain to members that on two 
occasions both Bill C-35, the crooked consultants act, and Bill C-11, 
the refugee reform legislation, ended up coming back to the House 
and after negotiation and work passed unanimously. Every member 
sitting on the opposite side who was here in the last Parliament said 
no to that opportunity. 


We are not going to say no to Canadians. It is back in the House. It 
is a priority. We said it was a priority. Those on this side of the House 
keep their word. 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened with great interest to the parliamentary secretary's 
comments. I am sure most of us in this House, if not all of us, have 
had opportunity to work with refugees. In my situation, our church 
has sponsored refugees, and many of these people have become 
close friends. 


Through the last number of months, the parliamentary secretary 
went on a tour and actually came to my area and conducted a round 
table there. The interesting thing I am finding is that it is not just the 
long-standing Canadians who want us to move on this issue; it is 
actually some of the most recent immigrants to this country who are 
the strongest supporters of the measures in this piece of legislation. 


I wonder if the parliamentary secretary would care to comment 
about that, because I think it is somewhat counterintuitive to our way 
of thinking. We think that maybe the most recent refugees do not 
want us to close these loopholes. However, I think we would find 
that they want us to follow the rules. 
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Mr. Rick Dykstra: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my hon. 
colleague for hosting the event. Two of my colleagues also attended 
the event held in the member's riding. It was well attended. It was a 
very fascinating and interesting discussion. We were there for a good 
part of the evening and made many notes. 


The member makes a perfect point that in the last federal election 
those who believe we are moving in the right direction include all 
Canadians, whether they be Canadians who sought and received 
permanent residency and citizenship in the last 12 months, the last 
12 years or the last 80 years. 


Across the board this legislation speaks to what Canadians have 
said is the right thing to do. I come back to the point that the member 
refers to, which is the principle of fairness. The principle of fairness 
suggests that when we have achieved it, a vast majority of 
Canadians, regardless of how long they have had the honour to be 
Canadians, agree with the direction we are moving. 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
parliamentary secretary gave a passionate defence of the people 
coming on these boats as victims, saying they were forced to pay 
tens of thousands of dollars to come here and that they are victims. 


If that is the case, I would like the parliamentary secretary to 
explain how depriving those people of the ability to sponsor their 
families for five years, depriving those people of being able to apply 
for permanent residency for five years and preventing those people 
from getting travel documents issued by the Canadian government 
for five years helps them. If those people are truly victims, why is the 
government re-victimizing them and punishing them again? 


In terms of who is supporting the bill, I have a list of about 100 
different groups across the country that oppose the bill, including 
Amnesty International, the Affiliation of Multicultural Societies and 
Service Agencies of B.C., the Centre for Refugee Studies, Christian 
Reform World Relief Committee, Global Alliance Against Traffick- 
ing in Women, the Jesuit Refugee and Migrant Service, the Quaker 
Committee for Refugees, and so on. 


The vast majority, if not the unanimous community, of groups that 
work with refugees in this country are diametrically opposed to the 
bill. 


Mr. Rick Dykstra: Mr. Speaker, I have tried. I have repeated time 
and time again, whether in Vancouver, Kitchener, Halifax, or the 
House of Commons, that the bill is everything about ensuring that 
we assist victims and that we go after smugglers. 


While I appreciate what the member is saying in making large 
assumptions about an individual who eventually is qualified for 
refugee status, I do not think true refugees fleeing for their lives from 
their countries of origin come to this country and are concerned. 


What they are concerned about is their ability to achieve refugee 
status and to start a new life. The five-year period to ensure that we 
are doing this properly still allows us to keep our arms as wide open 
as we ever have as a country in welcoming those who need our 
assistance, but at least it is telling human smugglers that they are not 
going to take advantage of our country anymore. 


September 19, 2011 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to speak to Bill C-4, the Conservative government's bill to 
address human smuggling. 


We in the official opposition and key stakeholders from across 
Canada from all walks of life are very concerned about the approach 
the Conservative government is taking with the bill. 


The Conservatives claim that the bill cracks down on human 
smuggling, but in reality, as the bill has been written, it will 
concentrate too much power in the hands of the Minister of 
Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism and unfairly penalize 
the would-be refugees. 


New Democrats would rather attack the criminals, the smugglers 
and the traffickers. Instead of doing that, the bill will hurt legitimate 
refugees and people who try to help them. The proposed process is 
unclear. It is arbitrary and it is very unfairly discriminatory. 


The House approved a strong and balanced refugee law in the last 
sitting. Instead of the new, flawed approach proposed by the bill, we 
need to have better enforcement of the old bill that was passed in the 
last Parliament. 


Conservatives should be less focused on photo ops and more 
focused on enforcing the laws that we already have against human 
smuggling. The government's approach to human trafficking and 
human smuggling should be focused on providing law enforcement 
agencies and the Immigration and Refugee Board with the resources 
they need to get the job done instead of playing politics with 
refugees. 


Bill C-4 takes the wrong approach in a number of ways. I would 
like to highlight some of the concerns of the official opposition 
today. 


First, regarding designated claimants, the bill allows the minister 
to designate a group of refugees as irregular arrivals in a fashion that 
creates two classes of refugee claimants. This poses a possible 
violation of charter equality rights and the refugee convention. 


Second, designated claimants, including children, will be 
mandatorily detained for a year on arrival or designation, without 
even a review by the Immigration and Refugee Board. This is an 
even more clear violation of the charter, as the Supreme Court of 
Canada has already struck down mandatory detention without 
review on security certificates. It seems that this could imply that 
indefinite detention is on the basis of identity, with no possible 
release until the minister decides that identity is established. 


As I am sure members are aware, arbitrary detention is also a 
violation of a number of international treaties to which we are 
signatories. 


There is also a concern with the release conditions imposed by 
Bill C-4, as the mandatory conditions set out in regulations will be 
imposed on all designated claimants released from detention. It is 
very troubling that the conditions are not specified, making this very 
unclear. On principle, though, mandatory conditions would be 
unfair, as they are unable to take into account individual cases. 


The problem also extends to the appeal process, since under Bill 
C-4 decisions on claims by designated persons could not be appealed 
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to the refugee appeal division. This is discriminatory and again risks 
violating provisions and the refugee convention. 


The government has tried this approach before, and all parties 
opposed the previous bill that was introduced in the last Parliament, 
Bill C-49 when it was brought to Parliament because there were 
concerns about the undue amount of power it handed to the minister 
and because it would likely contravene Canadian and international 
law. Those concerns are still part of the new Bill C-4. 


We can look at other international examples. My colleague from 
Vancouver Kingsway pointed this out earlier, and I will highlight it 
again. 
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When we look at what has happened elsewhere in the world, 
similar laws have been met with opposition by Amnesty Interna- 
tional, which has started a campaign to tackle the same 
misinformation surrounding refugees who arrive by boat. The 
campaign highlights the fact that it is legal under international law to 
arrive by boat and that the vast majority of those who go to another 
country by boat are in fact legitimate claimants. This bill ignores this 
information. 


There was a high court ruling in November 2010 in Australia that 
ruled in favour of two Sri Lankan refugees who claimed that laws 
barring them from appealing in Australian courts were unfair. The 
approach taken by the Conservative government in this bill makes it 
very possible that the same situation could arise in Canada if the bill 
is passed. 


What is really happening is that the Conservatives are playing 
politics with refugees. That is the real optic of this bill. They are 
claiming this is a public safety issue and the bill was introduced by 
the public safety minister, but the issue is clearly one that primarily 
deals with the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act. This is an 
immigration and refugee issue, not a public safety issue. 


The official opposition recognizes and respects responsibility for 
refugees, unlike the Conservatives who have taken an approach that 
would damage Canada's standing in the international community and 
violates its commitment under the conventions relating to the status 
of refugees and the rights of the child. The process proposed by Bill 
C-4 is unclear, arbitrary and, ultimately, very discriminatory. Even 
more telling is that research and studies from other countries have 
shown that the bill would not curb human smuggling at all. 
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It is not just the official opposition that has concerns about this 
bill. There are many key stakeholders across our country with 
questions and concerns on this issue. They are outright worried 
about the approach that the government is taking to tackle this 
problem. The Canadian Council for Refugees has called for this bill 
to be scrapped entirely. Amnesty International Canada says that Bill 
C-4 falls far short of Canada's international human rights and refugee 
protection obligations and will result in serious violations of the 
rights of refugees and migrants. A program director with the 
Canadian Civil Liberties Association has issued a very scathing 
attack on the Conservative government's attitude toward refugees 
generally and Bill C-4 in particular stating that there was no need for 
this draconian measure contemplated by the Conservative govern- 
ment. 


Another organization that has spoken out against this particular 
bill and the one previous to this, the Canadian Bar Association, 
stated that it did not support the legislation in its previous form as it 
violates charter protection against arbitrary detention and prompt 
review of detention, as well as Canada's international obligations 
respecting the treatment of persons seeking protection. An expert 
panel at the Centre for Refugee Studies has called this proposed bill 
draconian. 


As we can see, many organizations that come from various walks 
of life have spoken against this bill being proposed by the 
Conservative government. 


It is clear that the bill takes the wrong approach. I will speak more 
specifically to why the bill is a wrong approach for Canada to take. 
First, current legislation already allows for a life sentence for human 
smuggling. Bill C-4 may be contrary to section 15 of the charter 
regarding equality under the law. Bill C-4 would create new second- 
class refugees who are denied permanent residency, temporary 
resident permits, denied on humanitarian and compassionate grounds 
and denied applications for permanent residence. 
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Many legal scholars and constitutional experts argue that this 
would create inequality under the law simply because the minister 
has designated immigrants due to their mode of arrival. 


Bill C-4 may be contrary to section 9 of the charter, “arbitrary 
detention”. Bill C-4 would also impose a mandatory detention on 
designated foreign nationals for up to 12 months. 


Bill C-4 is contrary to the UN convention relating to the status of 
refugees. In particular, Article 31 states: 


The Contracting States shall not impose penalties, on account of their illegal entry 
or presence, on refugees who, coming directly from a territory where their life or 
freedom was threatened in the sense of article 1, enter or are present in their territory 
without authorization, provided they present themselves without delay to the 
authorities and show good cause for their illegal entry or presence. 


In summary, given all the information, the official opposition, key 
stakeholders and many concerned Canadians across this country are 
asking why the Conservatives are taking this approach. What 
answers does the government have for questions about the 
unconstitutionality of this bill, in particular the arbitrary detention 
measures? Even more concerning is how the government can justify 
the mandatory detention of children. 


My friend across the aisle talked about how Canadians have been 
compassionate about our immigration and refugee policies over the 
years. I would have to agree with that because I am an immigrant 
myself. I came here 31 years ago and it was this country's generosity 
that allowed me to migrate here. 


However, I would ask my colleagues across the aisle if they are 
changing the definition of “compassion”. How can they justify 
putting children in detention? In my dictionary, the dictionary that 
Canadians have, compassion is not defined by putting children in 
detention centres. That is very troubling to me. Surely the 
Conservatives cannot justify putting children in detention. 


This summer, I had an opportunity to attend a soccer tournament 
in my riding. I saw a program where new immigrant students were 
playing soccer matches with one another. The program was helping 
youth integrate into society. That is the kind of Canada that I 
envision. I do not envision a Canada where we put children in 
detention centres before we allow them to prosper in this country. 
Canada's compassion is why I am proud to be a Canadian. We need 
to ensure that children who come here from different countries where 
they were persecuted are treated with compassion and not put into 
detention centres. 


I cannot understand how the government can justify the detention 
of children for over a year without any review at all. Refugees often 
arrive by plane. Does the government have any explanation as to 
why it is targeting the refugees on board boats? It is totally unclear 
what criteria the government would use to designate irregular 
travellers. Is arriving by plane possibly irregular or is it only by boat? 
It is even more unclear what would be defined as a group. Could two 
or more people be considered a group? This would mean that nearly 
all refugees would be designated simply because they do not travel 
alone. Is that fair? 


The bill would block family reunification. As we heard 
previously, it would take five years after refugees have come here 
for them to be reunited with their family. That is not acceptable. It 
prevents some refugees from applying for permanent residency for 
up to five years. Why prevent family reunification? That is the 


question I have for my colleagues opposite in this House. 
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Bill C-4 would give the government the power to arrest and detain 
any non-citizens, including permanent residents, based on mere 
suspicion of criminality. Why is the government attacking the rights 
of newcomers? | 


The final question I have for the government side is as follows. In 
view of all the information, the concerns from key stakeholders, 
refugee groups and so many Canadians from all walks of life, would 
the minister tell us why the. government did not decide to go after 
just the criminals and not the legitimate refugees? 
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Mr. Paul Calandra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Canadian Heritage, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I come from a riding 
that is one of the most diverse in the entire country. In fact, some of 
the individuals who, unfortunately, were on one of those ships 
actually ended up in my riding. Many have remained in hiding. They 
are in fear of the people who smuggled them here. They have a huge 
debt that they have to somehow try to pay off. These individuals are 
not enjoying their Canadian experience because of the way in which 
they came to this country. 


When talking about compassion, it would be compassionate to 
have a refugee reform process that was changed unanimously by the 
House. It would be compassionate to change the immigration system 
so that a million people are not waiting to come to this country by 
cutting it in half. It would be compassionate to increase settlement 
services for immigrants, including those in my riding, and in my 
community, which is one of the fastest growing communities in the 
country, so they can have access to local services to help them find 
jobs, help them learn English and help them improve and be like my 
parents who came to this country in the 1960s and who worked very 
hard. 


Unfortunately, the Liberals do not understand that when the 
immigration system and the refugee system are improved, we are 
actually looking after the economy because immigrants, people who 
come to this country, are an important part of helping make this 
country as great as it is and as great as it will be. 


I have a question for the hon. member. Why, when we see the 
devastation that these people coming over on these boats have 
suffered, will the member not simply join with us in attacking the 
people who deserve to be attacked, the people who force these poor 
people onto ships and force them into a life of debt, the criminals, the 
smugglers? The member should work with us to pass this legislation 
so we can get the smugglers out of the system and have a better 
refugee system so people who come here can enjoy their Canadian 
experience and will not need to live in hiding across this country. 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, this is all smoke and mirrors. I 
have seen this double-speak from the Conservatives over and over 
again. 


Can the Conservatives look Canadians in the eye and tell them 
that people who are smuggling refugees into Canada are on those 
ship? The smugglers will not be on the ships. Only the refugees will 
be on the ships. Smugglers will not knowingly jump on these ships 
to come to Canada along with the refugees. 


In talking about compassion and how we have evolved over the 
years, | migrated to Canada 31 years ago and it took two years for 
our family reunification application to pass at that time. Under the 
Conservative government, we have seen family reunification times 
grow every year. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the Conservative member recognized that immigrants do contribute 
to the economy. I want to kind of twist that comment around to this 
particular bill. 


Would the hon. member agree with me that the longer legitimate 
refugees are held in settlements the longer they are prevented from 
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being able to become active in the Canadian economy and that not 
allowing for a faster process does have a negative impact on those 
who are here legitimately and who are not allowed to participate but 
are locked up for greater periods of time under this administration? 
Would that not make some economic sense as well? 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, I agree with the hon. member. 
The best way to help our refugees is to integrate them into our 
economy and into our country as soon as possible. The way to do 
that is through the process we have in place. We have the 
Immigration and Refugee Board that deals with refugees. We have 
a system that works. 


However, we do need to provide more resources to our law 
enforcement agencies and to the Immigration and Refugee Board so 
these individuals can be processed quickly and become productive 
citizens of this country and contribute to the economy. 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Paulina Ayala (Honoré-Mercier, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
foreigners accepted as refugees cannot become permanent residents 
for five years, so they are not able to study. Earlier, members were 
talking about the economy. If these refugees have to wait five years 
to receive recognition of their education equivalency or to have 
access to university for those who already have a degree, this means 
that we lose out. We cannot retrain these newcomers and they end up 
trapped in poverty or being economically dependent. 


Does my colleague not think that there is a contradiction when we 
say that we must stand up for the Canadian economy, yet we are 
closing the door on these people for five years, not allowing them to 
retrain or to contribute their professional skills to Canadian society? 
Is that not a contradiction? 


[English] 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, my colleague has asked a 
wonderful, very sensitive question. 


The Conservatives always talk about one thing and then do 
another. If they were really concerned about helping immigrants and 
refugees integrate into our communities in this wonderful country 
and to help our economy, they would be putting procedures in place 
to do just that. They would be helping the Immigration and Refugee 
Board to process them faster so we could get them into our system 
and become productive citizens. However, the way the Conserva- 
tives have this set up it will take five years. 


My colleague is absolutely right. The people that are coming here 
may want to go to university or college to upgrade their education so 
they can integrate into our society and get the jobs that will help 
them and their families. Certainly that does not seem to be where the 
Conservatives want to go on this. 
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Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
we heard just moments ago the question from the Parliamentary 
Secretary for Canadian Heritage in which he referred to this bill as 
assisting refugees in “enjoying their Canadian experience”. I 
wonder, how is jailing refugees—men, women and children—in 
Canada for a year somehow an enjoyable Canadian experience? 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, I talked about this earlier in the 
House and I will repeat it. I am the father of two children and I 
cannot imagine my children being subjected to this sort of Draconian 
measure that is being brought in by the Conservatives. 


Children and their parents are persecuted in the countries from 
which they come. They are persecuted by the smugglers on their 
journey to a safe country. And the Conservative government wants 
to put in place a Draconian law that would detain these young people 
for over a year. 


The Conservatives are redefining compassion. Their definition of 
compassion is to put children in detention centres in this country. 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened with great interest to the comments about the 
number of groups that are opposed to this measure. What our 
colleague fails to understand is that this was a clear part of our last 
campaign. It was one of our platform measures. It had been 
discussed prior to the House rising. Canadians knew what they were 
voting for when they supported this measure. 


I would like to ask my colleague, why is he not willing to accept a 
strong mandate for this reasonable and fair approach that deals with 
this? Would he actually want those who have been sitting in the 
queue for years to take a back seat to those who are now jumping the 
queue by getting on boats that are operated by illegal smugglers? 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, there is a consistent way the 
Conservatives ask questions. They keep reinforcing that. My 
colleague said that we have already talked about queue jumping. 
When a person is being persecuted in a country where, for example, 
there is a war going on, there is no queue. The person gets on a plane 
or some other mode of transport and goes to whichever country will 
provide a safe haven. There are no queues. We should get that 
straight. 
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Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am proud to rise in support 
of Bill C-4, a bill which would prevent human smugglers from 
abusing Canada's immigration system. 


[Translation] 


Human smuggling is a nefarious industry, one that exists around 
the world. Unfortunately, thousands of people die each year because 
of illegal migration and the smugglers who facilitate this migration. 


Parliament needs to take action to put an end to the activities of 
human smugglers who have chosen Canada as a destination for their 
business, which is the dreadful exploitation of human beings. 


[English] 


Every year thousands of people around the world die in illegal 
smuggling operations organized by human smugglers. These people 
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are not humanitarians. They do not assist people to become bona fide 
refugees and protect them from persecution. They are profiteers. 


In the particular context with which we are dealing, namely those 
smuggling syndicates that are targeting Canada and which managed 
to bring two large shiploads of illegal migrants to our west coast in 
the past two years, our intelligence agencies and security and police 
partners in Southeast Asia all told us that these syndicates of human 
smugglers are essentially the gunrunners, the smugglers who helped 
to fuel the civil war in Sri Lanka by illicitly bringing contraband 
arms, bombs and guns into a theatre of conflict leading to the death 
of tens of thousands of innocent civilians. Since the end of the 
hostilities in Sri Lanka, these smuggling syndicates have been 
looking for a new business model, and instead of moving guns and 
bombs, they have switched to moving people for a very high price. 


We know that those who have enlisted these smuggling syndicates 
to try to come illegally to Canada in violation of our immigration 
laws, in violation of our marine laws, in violation of international 
law, in violation of every principle of safe migration, have been 
willing to commit to pay up to $50,000 to the illegal smuggling 
syndicates. Typically, they pay about 10% of the fixed price as a 
down payment. A typical down payment to the smuggling syndicate 
is in the range of $5,000. The balance is typically payable over the 
course of time after arrival in Canada and very often through coerced 
participation in criminal activity. 


As I mentioned, every year around the world thousands of people 
die in smuggling operations, whether they were migrants who 
suffocated in shipping containers crossing the English Channel or 
whether they were people who paid smugglers to go to Australia in 
dangerous shipping boats that crashed up against the shore. 


We must act to send a very clear message that Canada is the most 
open developed country in the world to immigration, to newcomers, 
to refugees who need our protection and seek new opportunities. In 
order to maintain that remarkable openness, which by the way 
represents in Canada the highest level of immigration per capita in 
the developed world wherein we add .8% of our population per year 
through legal immigrants, and the highest level of refugee 
resettlement in the developed world through the 20% increase in 
our targets for refugee resettlement, by next year we will be 
accepting some 14,000 resettled refugees. Last year we welcomed 
280,000 new permanent residents and we are increasing our program 
for refugee resettlement. 


In order to maintain that generosity, that openness, and the public 
support which is necessary to maintain that attitude of openness, we 
must demonstrate to Canadians that our system is characterized by 
fairness and the rule of law. 


One of the reasons that Canadians are so understandably upset 
when they see large scale smuggling operations is that it violates 
their sense of fairness and their belief that our immigration system is 
characterized by the application of fair rules. 
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Millions of people have come to Canada through our fair and 
generous immigration or refugee resettlement programs. In my 
experience they are those who most profoundly resent those who 
would pay illegal criminal networks to be smuggled to Canada 
illegally, avoiding the legal system. 
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_ My friend opposite and others have said that there is no so-called 
queue for refugees. First, I do not know how he knows that all or 
most of those who pay smuggling syndicates are refugees. We 
constantly hear from the critics that when we talk about our efforts to 
stop smugglers from targeting Canada we are talking about refugees. 
How do they know that? We know that many of the people in the 
two vessels who came to Canada most recently were coming from 
India transiting through Thailand, both democracies, both with the 
tule of law and protection for human rights. Perhaps colleagues 
opposite did not see the CBC report from Chennai in Tamil Nadu in 
India. Tamil Nadu is a region of southeastern India where tens of 
thousands, perhaps hundreds of thousands, of Sri Lankan Tamils 
migrated .during the conflict in Sri Lanka, where they sought 
temporary protection or new opportunities. 


The CBC interviewed a group of several young Sri Lankan Tamil 
migrants in Tamil Nadu, India who said they had made down 
payments of up to $5,000 to these syndicates to be transported to 
Canada. They were not in a war zone. They were not subject to 
persecution. They said they wanted to come to Canada because they 
had heard about our “free monthly salaries”. We have to be very 
careful. We cannot and should not prejudge newly arrived migrants 
as to their prospective refugee claims. Some may be refugees; some 
may not. Many may just be seeking economic opportunity and heard 
that Canada is a soft target and therefore they are willing to pay 
smuggling syndicates. 


What this bill seeks to do is maintain Canada's commitment to our 
domestic and international legal obligations with respect to refugee 
protection and to respect our humanitarian obligation to protect bona 
fide refugees fleeing persecution while at the same time changing the 
business model of the criminal smuggling syndicates. That is the 
objective of this bill. 


We seek, first, to increase in the bill penalties for smugglers so that 
there will be a mandatory minimum prison sentence of 10 years for 
those who are found to participate in a human smuggling event 
which involves at least 50 individuals or in which there are 
exacerbating circumstances such as loss of life. We also massively 
increase the monetary fines for the owners of ships involved in these 
voyages. It is typically ships, but I should point out that the bill could 
address non-marine human smuggling events which have occurred 
in Canada. 


That is an important message, but let us be realistic. I have studied 
this issue very closely. In fact, just last month I was in New Zealand 
and Bangkok, Thailand meeting with international partners and our 
own security agencies, as well as international police forces. I was 
trying to get a better understanding of the nature of these smuggling 
enterprises. It is very clear that we cannot impose Canadian law in 
terms of these sanctions on smugglers who operate overseas. The 
kingpins of these syndicates very rarely come to Canada. They are 
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most typically jumping around between transit countries in Southeast 
Asia beyond our legal reach. 


Having said that, there is an important dimension of our fight 
against human smuggling which is not formally in the legislation. It 
is an operational dimension whereby our government, through the 
good leadership of my colleague, the hon. Minister of Public Safety 
and the security and police agencies under his ministry, have 
dispatched additional resources for investigation and co-operation 
with the governments, police and intelligence agencies in the transit 
countries. Thanks to the additional resources that we have put into 
the region, we have managed successfully to prevent any of the 
planned voyages that were to target Canada. We know, without 
getting into operational or confidential details, that several voyages 
were planned for Canada that have been successfully interrupted, 
thanks in part to the co-operation of Canadian security forces in the 
region. 
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Having said that, let us be clear. In any black market there will 
always be someone willing to provide the contraband good or 
service if there is sufficient demand at a sufficiently high price point, 
because we are talking about profiteers. If they are able to get 
commitments of up to $50,000 to come to Canada, they will 
continue to try to find the vessels and put together the complex 
logistics to bring people from Southeast Asia to Canada. Therefore, 
in this legislation we must reduce the price point that people are 
willing to pay to be illegally smuggled to Canada through these 
criminal syndicates. That is the objective of the bill. 


I think some opposition members have not studied the issue in all 
of its subtlety, or perhaps they do not understand how we are trying 
to disincentivize people from being willing to pay up to $50,000 to 
the smuggling syndicates. That is what the bill seeks to do. 


For example, by reducing some of the privileges that normally 
exist for asylum claimants in Canada, should someone who has 
arrived in a designated smuggling event under this bill be found by 
our legal system to be a bona fide refugee in need of our protection, 
we will not send them back to their country of origin. We will 
therefore respect and conform with our international and domestic 
legal obligations. However, there is no obligation on Canada to grant 
such persons immediate permanent residency, which is normally the 
case for successful asylum claimants. 


What the bill would do would be to say that we would grant 
people who are deemed to be bona fide refugees who have arrived in 
a designated smuggling event a temporary residency status in 
Canada for up to five years, after which we would then reassess the 
conditions in their country of origin to determine whether the 
country conditions have improved and whether the risk that was 
determined at their refugee hearing still continues. 


If at that point there is a determination that conditions have 
improved significantly in that country, that they would no longer 
face risk if removed, they could then face removal back to their 
country of origin. However, should conditions in that country not 
have improved after five years, they would then have access to 
permanent residency in Canada as a further reflection of our 
humanitarian instinct. 
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During those initial five years, here is the key disincentive. Such 
individuals would not be entitled to the privilege of sponsoring 
family members to Canada because here is the key aspect of the bill. 
We know that people are prepared to commit to up to $50,000 based 
on a calculation that they subsequently will be able to sponsor family 
members, so the $50,000 price point is really not associated with just 
the migration of one individual, the smuggled individual, but indeed 
all subsequent family members who may follow that successful 
claimant. There is a commercial calculation being made here that the 
$40,000 to $50,000 price point may lead to permanent residency for 
the primary migrant and then subsequently permanent residency for 
members of the family who in turn could help to pay off the debt to 
the smuggling syndicate. 


In the bill we are seeking to create a doubt, a question mark in the 
minds of those who constitute the market for the smuggling gangs. 
Will they be able to get permanent residency in Canada? That would 
no longer be a certainty. Will they be able to sponsor family 
members and help pay off the debt? It would no longer be a 
certainty. We are very strongly persuaded that this is a balanced 
approach. 


Thirteen months ago, when the last large vessel arrived off the 
west coast with some 500 illegal migrants, Canadians were 
understandably disturbed with this large scale violation of the 
integrity of our immigration law and with this mass human 
smuggling voyage. At that time public opinion polls consistently 
said that about two-thirds of Canadians thought the government 
should prevent such vessels from even entering Canadian territorial 
waters. About 55% of Canadians, and an even higher percentage of 
new Canadians, immigrants to this country, said that if people who 
arrive in such a vessel get access to our refugee system and are 
deemed to be bona fide refugees, they should be immediately 
returned. That is what the majority of Canadians said. 


@ (1355) 


As a government, we do not believe that approach would respect 
our legal or humanitarian obligations. Let me be clear. Contrary to 
some of the demagoguery we hear from critics of the bill, we would 
continue, notwithstanding that public opinion environment, to allow 
illegally smuggled migrants who file the refugee claim access to our 
asylum system, which is the fairest asylum system in the world, bar 
none. They would continue to have access to that system. We would 
not send back a single person who is deemed by our legal system 
likely to face danger of persecution or risk to their lives in their 
country of origin. 


This bill exceeds our international and domestic legal obligations 
with respect to non-refoulement of refugees. The opposition says 
that this is like refusing to allow Jewish refugees to come here during 
the second world war. Nonsense. This approach would allow any 
refugee, or even a false refugee claimant, access to our asylum 
system. It would simply reduce some of the privileges that normally 
are provided to asylum claimants in order to reduce their willingness 
to pay tens of thousands of dollars to a smuggling syndicate. 


One of the contentious aspects of the bill is the enhanced detention 
provisions. I would invite members of the opposition, perhaps at 
committee, to ask members of our Canada Border Services Agency 
and lawyers from my ministry about the difficulty of processing 
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hundreds of smuggled asylum claimants who are seeking release 
from detention, because we have to do detention reviews under the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act every two, seven and then 
subsequent 30 days. This means that with several hundred people we 
have a non-stop revolving door of detention reviews which is 
massively inefficient. 


I would also point out there has been a red herring created by the 
opposition about mandatory detention for up to a year of all 
smuggled migrants. The minister, under the bill, would have the 
authority to release people in exceptional circumstances, such as 
children. Under the new asylum system adopted by Parliament last 
year in Bill C-11, the Balanced Refugee Reform Act, bona fide 
asylum claimants will receive a positive protection decision and 
therefore permanent residency within about three months of making 
their claim. Such smuggled migrants in the asylum system who are 
bona fide refugees would be automatically released from immigra- 
tion detention when they receive a positive asylum decision, and 
permanent residency in about 90 days. 


Let me point out by way of comparison, because there is a lack of 
perspective in context here, that most of our peer democracies, most 
other liberal democracies, including those governed by social 
democratic parties such as the Labour government in Australia, 
have mandatory detention for all or almost all asylum claimants, not 
just illegally smuggled asylum claimants, but all or almost all asylum 
claimants. 


That was the law adopted by the United Kingdom under the 
previous social democratic Labour government. That is the law in 
Australia under the social democratic Labour government. 


I remember Prime Minister Gillard of Australia congratulating the 
NDP on its 50th anniversary. She actually defends a policy that puts 
under permanent detention all asylum claimants until their status is 
resolved. This is, by comparison, a radically more modest approach 
which only addresses illegally smuggled migrants for a limited 
period of time until they receive status, which under the new system 
would be three months. 


In closing, the bill constitutes a balanced and humane approach to 
combatting the scourge of human smuggling. It would allow access 
to our refugee protection system for bona fide victims of persecution. 
It would reduce the massive pressure on our system when we face 
hundreds of people arriving at the same time. It would provide 
disincentives for people to pay tens of thousands of dollars to 
criminal networks to be smuggled illegally to Canada, and it would 
encourage them rather to seek regional resettlement opportunities or 
protection, if they are indeed refugees. 


© (1400) 


This is a bill that Canadians expect and demand. We must stand up 
for our tradition of protection of refugees and our legal and generous 
immigration system by combatting those who would abuse our 
country's generosity. 


September 19, 2011 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Questions and 
comments for the minister will have to wait until the House returns 
to this matter. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


INFRASTRUCTURE 


Mr. Ray Boughen (Palliser, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
say that on September 22 players of the Moose Jaw Warriors will 
play their home opener in an unfamiliar setting to them and to their 
fans. I am speaking about a landmark facility featuring a hockey 
rink, an eight-sheet curling rink and much more. About 250,000 
people will pass through the doors each year, bringing tourism 
dollars to Moose Jaw. 


The Government of Canada contributed through the building 
Canada fund. Other major donors include the Government of 
Saskatchewan, the city of Moose Jaw, Moose Jaw Soccer 
Association, Moose Jaw Warriors and JGL Livestock. 


Mosaic, a potash company with its Canadian headquarters in my 
riding, secured the naming rights through a donation for operational 
funds. 


I am pleased to inform members that Moose Javians made this 
project a reality through their remarkable generosity and community 
spirit. | am honoured to be part of this community. 


It is game on at Mosaic Place in Moose Jaw. 


*K*K* 


STANLEY CUP 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in 
June all Canadians watched with heartbreak as Canada's team, the 
Canucks, lost the final game of the Stanley Cup to the Boston 
Bruins. 


Being from the beautiful city of Vancouver, I made a few friendly 
wagers over the outcome of that series, most notably with my friend, 
the member Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor. 


I rise today to honour that wage by standing in the House to praise 
the victorious team. 


As it turns out, this is an easy task because the essence of the 
Bruins' victory lies in the heart of British Columbia. 


Milan Lucic, the magnificent Bruins' power forward, is a product 
of, members guessed it, Vancouver. Mr. Lucic was born in 
Vancouver and learned his craft in the rinks of East Vancouver, 
including in the great riding of Vancouver Kingsway. 


The incomparable, recently retired Mark Recchi, holder of three 
Stanley Cup rings, was also born in beautiful British Columbia, in 
Kamloops. | 


Therefore, as I rise to praise the Boston Bruins, I do so proudly 
with the full knowledge that their victory was only made possible 
through the contribution of outstanding British Columbians. 
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ROSALIE HALL 


Ms. Roxanne James (Scarborough Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in the House today to thank my constituents for placing their 
trust in me. Scarborough Centre is right in the heart of Scarborough 
and it is a great privilege to represent such a diverse and vibrant 
community. 


Since being elected to office, I have visited a multitude of different 
organizations and I am humbled to have met so many wonderful 
people who make up the very fabric of this great riding. 


In fact, just last week, I was fortunate to be able to visit Rosalie 
Hall, a young parent resource centre situated right beside the 
Scarborough General Hospital. Serving the community for nearly 
100 years, Rosalie Hall has focused in on the health, educational 
needs and the overall well-being of both young mothers and their 
children. 


I would like to applaud and congratulate Mr. Alan Nickell, 
executive director, his staff and all of the remarkable volunteers at 
Rosalie Hall for serving the community and for their outstanding 
work in providing support and opening up new avenues for so many 
deserving young women and their families. 


**K* 
[Translation] 


CHILD NUTRITION 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, students across Canada recently returned to school. 
When I was a school board trustee, I saw, first-hand, children who 
had nothing to eat. We now know that this situation is only getting 
worse. A growing number of children are starting their school days 
on empty stomachs. We all know that being hungry makes it 
impossible to maintain the concentration needed for learning in order 
to pursue one's education, which is crucial to Canada's future. 


Despite local community organizations’ superhuman efforts to 
help these schoolchildren, too many of them still do not have 
anything to eat. We need to do a great deal more. Is it too much to 
ask this government to introduce a national nutrition program that 
could help these victims in our society? 


kk 
@ (1405) 
[English] 
UKRAINE 


Mr. Bernard Trottier (Etobicoke—Lakeshore, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, recently we have seen some very troubling events take 
place in Ukraine. The persecution, arrest and continued detention of 
Yulia Tymoshenko, along with many others, are cause for great 
concern both in Canada as well as in the international community. 
Also, we deplore the murder of the journalist Georgy Gongadze and 
the harassment and intimidation of Ukrainian historians who draw 
attention to Ukrainian national resistance during Soviet rule. 
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These apparently politically-motivated actions undermine the rule 
of law and human rights, which are at the core of all democracies. 
The Ukrainian people, having long lived under the rule of regressive 
and undemocratic Soviet policies, will not accept a return to darker 
times. Ukrainians deserve to live in a peaceful and prosperous 
society, where they can enjoy the same freedoms and safeties seen 
across other western nations. 


I stand with the 1.25 million Ukrainian-Canadians, many of whom 
reside in my riding of Etobicoke—Lakeshore, who urge the 
Ukrainian government to strengthen judiciary independence free of 
political interference. 


Slava Ukrainia. 


[Translation] 


WAPIKONI MOBILE 


Ms. Marjolaine Boutin-Sweet (Hochelaga, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I want to talk about Wapikoni Mobile: a project involving two 
travelling studios that have visited over a dozen first nations villages 
every year for the past seven years. 


To date, 2,000 young people have learned to create and produce 
movies and music and develop basic skills, life skills and even 
survival skills. 


This program is for marginalized youth who are not reachable in 
the more traditional ways: youth at risk for dropping out of school, 
addiction or suicide. 


Wapikoni Mobile restores their confidence and their appetite for 
learning and helps them prepare to enter the workforce. 


The proof is in the pudding: the project creates local jobs and has 
won 44 Canadian and international awards. What is more, these 
contemporary works help break down stereotypes and promote 
aboriginal culture across the country and throughout the world. 


Long live Wapikoni, in spite of the recent, unexpected cuts to the 
program. 


[English] 


SARNIA LABOUR DAY PARADE 


Mrs. Patricia Davidson (Sarnia—Lambton, CPC): Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today in our nation's House of Commons to call attention to 
the 2011 Sarnia labour day parade, an annual tradition in my riding 
of Sarnia—Lambton since 1902. Cool weather and little rain could 
not dampen the spirits of the marchers, and the crowds lined the 
streets numbering in the thousands and cheered on the 57 separate 
entries that formed the parade's floats. 


Sarnia—Lambton has a strong tradition of support for the local 
labour force and this was evident on September 5 as local unions 
were joined by the St. Clair Drum Line, members of the Sarnia Sting 
and Sarnia Braves baseball team and the mayor's 2010 honour list 
recipients. Eight trophies were presented to participants, including 
the Save the Sarnia Jail committee that won for best overall union 
float. 


I send my congratulations for such a great success to the president 
of the Sarnia District Labour Council, June Maruschak and the chief 
organizer for the 2011 parade, Penny Jakubowski. 


On behalf of Sarnia—Lambton, I extend my thanks. 


KK * 


PALESTINE 


Mr. Mark Adler (York Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on Friday, 
the leader of the Palestinian Authority confirmed what had long been 
rumoured: the Palestinians intend to seek full membership and state 
recognition at the United Nations during this week's general 
assembly meetings. 


I was proud to hear the Prime Minister say a very short time later 
that Canada would vote against such a move, calling it “not helpful” 
to the cause of peace. This is an attempt to circumvent the 
negotiation process. It will make a resumption of peace talks more 
difficult, raise expectations, yet not change the facts on the ground or 
improve lives and could lead to heightened frustrations. The result 
could be mass demonstrations or even another intifada. This will 
only contribute to regional instability. 


Our government believes the only solution to the Israeli- 
Palestinian conflict is through negotiations between the parties. It 
is our hope negotiations can resume as soon as possible. 


I am confident the Prime Minister and the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs will make Canada's views widely known in New York this 
week. Hon. members should be prepared to consider all options if 
this unilateral action succeeds. 


@ (1410) 


WILLIAM COMMANDA 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on 
August 3, Algonquin Elder William Commanda passed away at the 
age of 97 at his home in Kitigan Zibi, near Maniwaki. 


[Translation] 
William Commanda was a pillar of our community. He was 
generous in sharing his wisdom. He was a visionary and an 


exceptional man. He leaves behind a legacy that will forever inspire 
us. 


[English] 
I extend my deepest condolences to Chief Gilbert Whiteduck, the 


grandfather's family, the Algonquin nation and his followers in 
Canada and abroad. ; 


[Translation] 


His wisdom, patience and sense of humour will be missed and, 
although he is no longer with us, his memory will help guide us as 
we pursue his quest for justice and peace in the world. 


[English] 
We thank Grandfather Commanda for his contributions. 


Miigwetch. 
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ARCTICNET 


Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise 
today to tell the House about our government's latest commitment to 
northern environmental protection, a five-year renewal of funding 
for ArcticNet. 


Last week the Minister of Industry announced a $67 million 
contribution toward ArcticNet's research, which is focused on 
sustainable development, marine eco-systems, clean air and other 
challenges facing our north. Thanks to this commitment to 
ArcticNet, researchers and communities will be able to work 
together to better understand our northern environment, which is key 
to building a prosperous and environmentally protected north. 


After years of neglect by the previous Liberal government, and 
despite the anti-development opposition of the NDP, our govern- 
ment, led by our Prime Minister, is acting to ensure that the north 
fulfills its true potential as a healthy, prosperous, environmentally- 
protected and secure region within a strong and sovereign Canada. 


Re, 


JACK LAYTON 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to my late friend and colleague, Jack Layton, 
Leader of the Opposition and member of Parliament for Toronto— 
Danforth. He was my friend and my family's friend, but he was also 
every family's friend, especially those who long for social justice, 
economic security or simply recognition of their value in society. 


We each have our own memories of Jack: how he reached out to 
us and touched us by his humanity; how he inspired us by his 
commitment and dedication; how he showed his compassion for 
people and his passion for showing others that there is a better way 
to do things. We remember how he loved people and how people 
loved him back. 


In his letter to Canadians, he offers us the watch words of “love”, 
“hope” and “optimism”, his belief in young people and the future 
they can help us to create, and the conviction that we can succeed. 


By his own life and his political career, he has shown us that it can 
be done and now it is up to us to make it happen. 


cb Ke ess 
[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, since taking office, the Conservative govern- 
ment has been focusing on what matters to Canadians—creating jobs 
and promoting economic growth. 


I am pleased that Canada has been ranked as having the soundest 
banks in the world for the fourth year in a row, and that nearly 


600,000 net new jobs have been created since July 2009, the : 


strongest growth record in the G-7. 


Our economic recovery remains fragile and too many Canadians 
are still looking for work. That is why we are firmly focused on the 
implementation of the next phase of Canada's economic action plan 
—a low-tax plan for jobs and growth. We want to keep the Canadian 
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economy on the right track with measures such as the hiring credit 
for small business. 


[English] 


CHILD POVERTY 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadian children have returned to school but many of them are 
going to class hungry. Forty per cent of elementary students and 62% 
of secondary school students do not eat a nutritious breakfast. One in 
five Canadian children lives below the poverty line, which may lead 
to poor nutritional status and poor child Health outcomes. 


However, Canadian children from all income brackets are 
vulnerable to inadequate nutrition. Hungry children cannot learn. 
Their learning capabilities are affected by how recently they have 
eaten. Malnutrition in early life can limit long-term intellectual 
development. 


Fortunately, school nutrition programs are highly effective in 
providing children with nutritious diets, better cognitive abilities and 
health. Unfortunately, Canada is one of the few developed countries 
without a national nutrition program. 


Access to adequate food is a right of every individual. We must 
therefore fight for a national school nutrition program for all our 
children. 


@ (1415) 


BATTLE OF BRITAIN 


Hon. Laurie Hawn (Edmonton Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this 
September. we commemorate the 71st anniversary of the Battle of 
Britain. As the first major battle fought primarily in the air and a 
turning point in the Second World War, the Battle of Britain remains 
a critical event in our past. 


Britain looked to the skies for support and Canadians and the 
Royal Canadian Air Force were there. Our valiant airmen worked 
with British and allied forces to save Britain from invasion and pave 
the way for the liberation of Europe. When it became clear that the 
Royal Air Force would not buckle, the battle ended and Britain was 
safe. 


Today, Canada remembers its heroes. We pay tribute to our history 
and honour the generation of Canadians who bravely served this 
country, as well as those who wear the Canadian uniform with pride 


today. 


Not long ago, we revived the memory of Churchill's 'Few' as we 
reintroduced the Royal Canadian Air Force to Canada and our allies. 
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As Canadians, we owe it to our veterans to honour their legacy, 
and watching the Hurricane and the Spitfire slip the surly bonds of 
earth over Ottawa on the weekend provided a beautiful and poignant 
reminder of that history and heritage. 


Today, Canada remembers the veterans of the Battle of Britain. 
Lest we forget. 


[Translation] 


WILLIAM COMMANDA 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on August 
3, 2011, a great man passed away. William Commanda, the spiritual 
leader of an international peace movement, the Circle of Nations, 
died at the age of 97. 


In my riding of Pontiac, he was the chief of the Kitigan Zibi 
reserve from 1951 to 1970. He dedicated his entire life to protecting 
the environment and staunchly defending the rights of aboriginal 
peoples. 


William Commanda was a trapper, a guide, a birch bark canoe 
craftsman, a chief and a spiritual leader who travelled around the 
world. 


Mr. Commanda received a number of distinctions, including the 
lifetime achievement award from the National Aboriginal Achieve- 
ment Foundation. 


My NDP colleagues and I offer our sincere condolences to Mr. 
Commanda's family and to the entire Algonquin Nation. 


Rest in peace, Ojigkwanong. 
| * * * 
[English] 
THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Canadians gave our Conservative government a strong 
mandate to stay focused on what matters: helping to create jobs and 
promoting economic growth. 


Canada's economy has created nearly 600,000 net new jobs since 
July 2009. It is the strongest job growth record in the G7. What is 
more, both the IMF and the OECD forecast Canada's economy will 
be among the strongest in the G7. Moody's recently renewed 
Canada's AAA credit rating due to our economic resiliency, very 
high government financial strength and a low susceptibility to event 
risk. 


However, the global economic recovery is fragile and the last 
thing Canada's economy needs now is the NDP and Liberal massive 
job-killing tax hikes. Staying the course with our prudent low-tax 
plan will support Canada's economic recovery and help create jobs 
for all Canadians. 
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[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Prime Minister is still looking at the economy through rose-coloured 
glasses. Just as in 2008, he is refusing to see the signs. Scotiabank is 
warning that Canada is on the verge of another recession. Moody's is 
sounding the alarm about household debt. Investments are down and 
the government's solution is to slash services. 


When will the Prime Minister take action to create jobs and avoid 
another economic crisis? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to congratulate the member for Hull—Aylmer 
on her first question as Leader of the Opposition. 


The government's position is clear—the economy is our number 
one priority. The global economy is very fragile, as I said many 
times last year. We need to continue focusing our work on creating 
jobs through measures such as investing in research, all while 
keeping taxes low. 


@ (1420) 
[English] 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last 
month, unemployment rose in Canada. Our economy shed over 
5,000 more jobs. 


- More and more Canadians are giving up because of the lack of job 
opportunities. To reach the same proportion of working Canadians as 
before the recession, we actually need to create 420,000 new jobs. 


Canadians need a job strategy now. Where is the job plan? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would encourage the Leader of the Opposition to get her 
facts correct. There are more people working in Canada today than 
before the recession, the only advanced country where that is the 
case, and that is because the government remains focused on jobs. 
We are making targeted investments in the Canadian economy, in 
things like research and innovation, keeping taxes low, opening trade 
markets and, of course, ensuring we do not see the kind of deficit 
and debt problems in Canada that have caused this global recession 
throughout the world. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Prime Minister created a structural deficit by giving the gift of tax 
cuts to big business, and he has not changed course. Contrary to 
what he says, these companies are not investing and are not creating 
jobs. A full $500 billion is sitting in corporate coffers and could be 
used to create jobs. The Conservative strategy does not work. 


Where are the investments? Where are the jobs? 


September 19, 2011 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, more Canadians are working now than before the global 
recession. Canada is practically the only industrialized country to 
have achieved this, and that is because of our commitment to 
keeping taxes low, not only for companies, but also for individuals 
and families. This government clearly understands that raising taxes 
does not create jobs. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Prime Minister needs to face reality: unemployment is on the 
rise. Some 1.4 million Canadians are unemployed. The student 
unemployment rate this summer was over 17%. 


Instead of wasting money on gifts for large corporations, when 
will the government introduce a sop creation program? 


[English] 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
certainly deal with my colleagues in the G7 regularly. We have a 
serious situation in Europe and some weakness in the U.S. economy. 


However, the plain fact is that we are the envy of the advanced 
economies in the world with respect to job creation. We have created 
almost 600,000 net new jobs since the recession ended. More than 
that, 80% of those jobs are full-time jobs for Canadians. Our job 
record is second to none. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
what the Conservatives have created is the largest deficit in Canadian 
history and they have still fallen short on job creation. Their strategy 
of something for nothing corporate tax giveaways has failed 
Canadians. Another 420,000 jobs would need to be created just to 
keep the same proportion of jobs we had before the 2008 recession. 


Why will the finance minister not stop these reckless corporate 
giveaways? Why will he not target support for the real job creators? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
do not know who the member opposite thinks the real job creators 
are other than small businesses in Canada that pay taxes. Does the 
member opposite think governments create jobs by hiring people in 
the public sector? It is the small businesses, which is why we have a 
hiring credit for small business in the budget this year. I hope the 
member will support the budget. 


Our record with respect to job creation is among the best in the 
developed economies. We realize that our unemployment rate is still 
too high and that we need to keep working at it, but the way to get 
there is not to have a $10 billion tax increase on business, which is 
what the opposition has suggested. 


@ (1425) 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, through all 
the rhetoric, a few facts emerge which I think Canadians will all 
understand. The first fact is that 1.4 million people are officially 
unemployed and there are many hundreds of thousands of others 
who have been discouraged from working. 


The second fact is that the economy contracted in the last quarter 
and the economy right now clearly is not growing. Those are 
undeniable facts. 


Last year, the government produced an economic statement on 
October 12. Would the Prime Minister commit that he will introduce 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1145 


Oral Questions 


an economic statement and that it will deal directly with the jobs 
crisis in Canada? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as the member will know well, we just had an election 
where the government made it very clear that it will continue with its 
priorities on the economy. Its priority is to create jobs and growth. 


Obviously, we have a fundamental difference here with the 
opposition of all stripes. We understand that jobs cannot be created 
by raising taxes. We will keep taxes low in this country as part of our 
job creation strategy. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Prime 
Minister refuses to face the facts, which are very simple: the state of 
the economy is not what it was back in June or what it was in May. 
The economy is currently contracting here in Canada, in the United 
States and in Europe. 


I will ask the Prime Minister again: will he commit here today to 
ensuring that Canadians receive a clear economic statement from the 
Minister of Finance before October 12? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the government has a very clear economic policy that is 
recognized around the world. As I have repeated many times, the 
global economy, the global recovery, remains very fragile. Of course 
this means that Canada does face some serious risks and this 
government will act appropriately at all times. Once again, we 
cannot create jobs with the kind of debt that exists in other countries, 
in Europe and the United States. These debts are one of the major 
problems causing the global recession. We do not want to have such 
policies here. 


[English] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
government leaked the other day the fact that the deal on the 
perimeter security deal has now been inked between the United 
States and Canada. We now have just learned that President Obama's 
plan for reinvestment in the United States includes several buy 
American provisions that will cost Canada tens of thousands of jobs 
when it comes to infrastructure in North America. 


I would like to ask the Prime Minister how the government could 
possibly have signed any kind of agreement or come to any kind of 
agreement with respect to perimeter security and at the same time 
allow the administration in the United States to carry on direct 
discrimination against our country? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr 
Speaker, if I have inked a deal with the United States I certainly do 
not remember doing it. 


The fact is that this is an important initiative to sustain, not just our 
security but obviously our access to the American market on which 
so many Canadian jobs are based. 
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The member will also know that the Minister of International 
Trade has been very strong in saying that we certainly do not support 
the protectionist measures that are included in the latest American 
bill as we have opposed those in the past and will continue to do so. 
When we do so on this side, we do so as the only party that has an 
unadulterated record of commitment to free trade. 


XX *% 


G8-G20 SUMMITS 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians trust the Auditor General to protect their hard-earned tax 
dollars. After all, it was the Auditor General who exposed the Liberal 
sponsorship scheme. 


I have a simple question for the President of the Treasury Board. If 
any bureaucrats, political staffers or even ministers attempted to keep 
the Auditor General in the dark or mislead her about the spending 
and misspending of money around the G8, would the minister not 
agree that would constitute a very serious breach of public trust? 


@ (1430) 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, once again we have from that member and from the New 
Democratic Party the same old, same old. 


Let me tell you this very directly, Mr. Speaker. Canadians spoke 
out against this type of politics and these types of attacks in the last 
election. They voted for a government that would make job creation 
and economic growth a priority and that is exactly what this 
government is doing. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
when the Auditor General tried to investigate the $50 million in pork 
barrel spending in Muskoka, she was unable to find a paper trail 
because she was not told that the projects were run through the 
member's constituency office and was not told that senior bureau- 
crats participated. It was NDP researchers, with the help of honest 
municipal councillors in Muskoka, who broke the code of silence. 


Who directed these bureaucrats to keep silent and who told them 
to show such disrespect for the Canadian taxpayer? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, there is nothing new here. What I can say is that 32 projects 
were funded by Infrastructure Canada. There were 32 different 
contribution agreements for each project. All of these projects were 
finished on time and on budget and every dollar was accounted for. 


We appreciated the good advice we received from the Auditor 
General on ways we could be even more transparent and do things 
better. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, we know that some deputy ministers provided 
inaccurate statements to the Auditor General. 


The Foreign Affairs summit management office said it was not 
involved in examining project funding and yet we have learned 
today that this is not true. One senior deputy minister was a member 
of the local area leadership group. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 19, 2011 


Did the President of the Treasury Board and the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs instruct their officials to hide their involvement in 
managing the fund? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): No, Mr. 
Speaker. 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, during the 2008 election campaign, the current 
President of the Treasury Board chaired meetings of the local area 
leadership group. He headed up a group that would spend 
considerable amounts of money in his riding, at a time when he 
was running for office. 


Can the minister explain why he felt it was appropriate or even 
normal to chair meetings of the local area leadership group in the 
middle of an election campaign? 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the same old, same old. There is nothing new here 
whatsoever. 


The Auditor General came forward with her report and we thank 
her for her work. She came forward with specific recommendations 
on how we could be even more transparent to Parliament, specific 
recommendations on improving program administration. The good 
news is that 32 public infrastructure projects were all constructed. 
They all came in on or under budget and they are all public 
infrastructure benefits that will benefit the people of that region for 
many years to come. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Auditor General was kept in the dark about the minister's homemade 
funding process. Deputy ministers signed off on inaccurate 
statements. The summit management office was misleading about 
its involvement with funding meetings and the minister went ahead 
with these slush fund meetings in the middle of an election 
campaign. Allocating funding out of the back rooms of constituency 
offices is not ethical government. 


Will the minister finally apologize to Canadians for this abuse of 
their trust? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I only have 35 seconds and I could not possibly go through 


. every inaccuracy in the member's question. 


There were 32 different contribution agreements all signed to 
support 32 infrastructure projects. All of those infrastructure projects 
are public. They all came in on or under budget and they will benefit 
the people of that region for many years to come. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, FedNor 
employees were involved in the $50 million personal spending 
project of the President of the Treasury Board. 


The minister asked the region's mayors to provide feedback on the 
funding criteria. 


September 19, 2011 


Let us be clear: the mayors were asked to set the criteria for 
money they would receive. 


Will the minister clarify his involvement and that of FedNor 
employees in the management of this slush fund? 


[English] 
Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this government provides infrastructure support to every 


province and territory and to all kinds of municipalities from coast to 
coast to coast. 


The good news is that because of those infrastructure projects we 
Saw economic growth, more jobs, more hope and more opportunity, 
which is why Canada is leading the world in the G7, why our 
economy is among the strongest of the industrialized nations and 
why the Minister of Finance was named the best minister of finance 
last year. 


+ ve & 
© (1435) 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Con- 
servative ministers are developing quite a passion for the use of 
high-flying government jets. The Minister of Finance and the 
Minister of National Defence make particular liberal use of the jets. 
The Prime Minister says that everything is fine because he pays the 
paltry equivalent of a commercial airline ticket. 


Why have the Conservatives abandoned their commitment to 
respect taxpayers dollars when it comes to jetting around the 
country? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, just to throw a few facts into the mix, the policy for the 
Prime Minister and all ministers requires that commercial travel be 
utilized for public business, the government aircraft being used when 
commercial travel is not available. 


I would remind the member opposite that when it comes to the 
liberal use of this aircraft, the Conservative government has reduced 
the average annual spending of the ministers' Challenger flights by 
approximately 80% over the previous Liberal government.. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is clear 
the Conservatives like to fly. Unlike them, few Canadians have the 
opportunity to fly to Boston to watch a hockey game or to Tim 
Hortons for a coffee. In the case of some ministers, travel by private 
jet has increased by 50%. We would prefer to see such an increase in 
the use of public transportation. 


Can the government come up with a better excuse to justify this 
use than saying that the Liberals did worse? 
[English] 

Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, there they go making things up. The reality is that the jets 
are used for government business. They are used when commercial 
flights are not available. We have reduced the amount of time in 
which the jets are being used. They are used for another very 
important purpose, which is for medivacs for the Canadian Forces. 
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These were aircraft that were purchased in the 1980s. The most 
recent aircraft was purchased in the 1990s. These aircraft are part of 
a fleet of aircraft owned and operated by the government but 
operated under the auspices of the Canadian Forces. 


* x * 


CHIEF OF THE DEFENCE STAFF 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the cost 
of the Chief of the Defence Staffs recent taxpayer-funded trips to 
events such as football games, hockey games and the Calgary 
Stampede have shocked Canadians. The government is now 
planning significant cuts to the Canadian Forces. 


Will the Conservative austerity plan only apply to soldiers, sailors 
and airmen and women and not to the brass? Why did the Minister of 
National Defence approve over $1 million of flights to be taken by 
the Chief of the Defence Staff? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Minister of National Defence has outlined the rules 
under which ministers use government aircraft. I have spoken to the 
Chief of the Defence Staff. He understands what those expectations 
are and is certainly prepared to live according to those rules. 


As members know, the Chief of the Defence Staff does fly very 
frequently on government business, but obviously where there are 
alternatives we will look into that usage. 


kK *K*K 


THE ECONOMY 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the fact is 
that 1.4 million Canadians are out of work, which is 300,000 more 
unemployed Canadians than just three years ago. That does not 
include the Canadians who have given up on looking for work 
altogether. 


With so many Canadians out of work, will the finance minister use 
the opportunity of the fall economic statement to introduce a real 
plan to create and save Canadian jobs? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
hope the member opposite and his party will support the budget 
measures that include the hiring tax credit for business in Canada. 
That would give 525,000 small businesses an opportunity to hire 
more people in Canada, which is important. We have put a limit on 
the rate of increase of the employment insurance payments by 
employers. 


Our tax reductions introduced in 2007 continue. That helped 
create jobs. We have continuing infrastructure programs, plus work 
sharing. There is a lot of government activity in the economy today 
and that is why we have 400,000 net new— 


The Speaker: The hon. member for Guelph. 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the results of 
the plebiscite make it clear that farmers want the Canadian Wheat 
Board to stay. From the Regina Leader-Post in 2009, I quote: 
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Well, farmers have spoken. We recognize that, at this time and place, this is what 
farmers are asking for and we'll certainly work to make sure that the board delivers 
for them in the best way possible. 


Who said that? It was the Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food, 
the member for Battlefords—Lloydminster. 


The law is clear, and farmers have spoken again. Why does he not 
honour the will of farmers, heed his own words and keep the Wheat 
Board? 


@ (1440) 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
farmers in western Canada always love to hear someone from 
Ontario, which has a voluntary board, give them advice. 


I will quote the CWB director for district 2: “It's a glorified survey. 
We've admitted that it's not binding. We accept that.” 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
am from the Prairies. The Prairie grain farmers in Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba and Alberta have indeed spoken. They want to retain the 
Canadian Wheat Board. 


I appeal to the Prime Minister, who claims to be an MP from the 
Prairies. Why will he not stand up for the Prairie farmers and 
guarantee that we will have the Canadian Wheat Board well into the 
future? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, first of all, it is interesting to have a question from a 
member who does not have, to my knowledge, a single farmer in his 
riding. 

Let us talk about the facts. In this so-called plebiscite, not only did 
a significant portion vote against the Wheat Board, but it did not 
include those tens of thousands of farmers who have walked away 
from that institution. 


The Wheat Board gets to pick its own voters. I guess if they could 
do that over there, the Liberal Party could even win an election in the 
west. 


The fact of the matter is that western farmers voted for marketing 
freedom, and that is what they are going to get. 


RENE 


INFRASTRUCTURE 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the government is planning to spend billions more on corporate tax 
giveaways, but it cannot find money to help address the crisis of 
crumbling infrastructure. Just this summer, Montrealers were 
shocked when a section of Highway 720 collapsed. Luckily, no 
one was injured. . 


It is long past time to act. Canadians are at risk. Why is the 
government now cutting back on infrastructure spending? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, never in the history of the country has a government 
invested more in infrastructure than this one. Most of the time, this 
MP's party voted against it, so it is very interesting to hear this now. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the truth is that the government is cutting infrastructure spending. 


[Translation] 


The government has to stop shirking its responsibilities and start 
taking the necessary measures to help the greater Montreal area. 
Modernizing Montreal's infrastructure cannot wait. The city's 
economic future depends on it. 


Will the government take this opportunity to promote sustainable 
development, carpooling and public transit? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, something that is very important to our government is 
respecting jurisdictions. My colleague should know that in Quebec, 
every decision to invest in infrastructure is the responsibility of the 
Government of Quebec, except for when it comes to the three 
bridges that are owned by the federal government. We will talk about 
that again later I am sure. 


When the time comes to invest in Quebec's infrastructure, we will 
do so by respecting municipal priorities and the provincial 
government, as we do in every province in the country. And we 
will continue to do so. 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government needs to prove that the economy is indeed its priority. 
The infrastructure problems in the greater Montreal area are having a 
major economic impact. The Champlain Bridge has reached the end 
of its life. Yet the government is looking for excuses not to replace it. 


Will the government do its duty and protect the city's economy? 
This is a national issue. Will the government announce the 
construction of a new bridge immediately? 


© (1445) 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, since 2009, we have invested $379 million in Montreal 
bridges, mainly in the Champlain Bridge, to ensure the smooth flow 
of traffic and further enhance the safety of this infrastructure. The 
majority of the party opposite voted against this. It is interesting to 
hear what they have to say today. 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we 
now know that, from 2008 to 2011, the people who were using the 
Mercier Bridge were in real danger even before the bridge closed this 
summer. This is not only an economic issue but also one of public 
safety. It is irresponsible to play with the safety of motorists, truckers 
and public transit users. 


Will the government do the right thing today so that people can 
travel safely? 
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Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to clarify. A total of $135 million has been 
invested in the federal part of the Mercier Bridge. Work that had 
been planned for several years was completed this summer. The 
Government of Quebec is continuing to do its work. The comments 
today pertain to the provincial part of the Mercier Bridge. We will 
continue to ensure that federal bridges in the Montreal area are in 
good condition and meet the needs of the population. 


om ee Bs 
[English] 


HUMAN RIGHTS 


Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, my question relates to the serious and ongoing 
issue of anti-Semitism in the international community. 


The Conservative government has been a global leader in 
combating anti-Semitism. It has, for example, been the first 
government anywhere in the world to announce that it would not 
participate in the commemoration of the Durban declaration. 


My question to the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 


Multiculturalism is the following: could he advise the House as to. 


any other actions the government is taking to fight anti-Semitism? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, first I would like to thank 
that member, as well as the member for Mount Royal and Mr. Silva, 
the former member for Davenport, for their leadership in the 
parliamentary coalition for combating anti-Semitism and their 
excellent work, as well as for helping us to coordinate the global 
summit of parliamentarians here in January, which led to the Ottawa 
Protocol. 


I am pleased to announce that this evening the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs and I will, on behalf of Canada, be the first government in the 
world to sign the Ottawa Protocol, indicating that Canada will 
continue to take a leadership role in combating all forms of anti- 
Semitism, including the scourge of the new anti-Semitism, which 
seeks to target and vilify the collective Jews of the state of Israel. 


We stand in solidarity with the Jewish people and their democratic 
State. 


XX *% 


AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, there is 
no business case for abolishing the Canadian Wheat Board. It is an 
ideological crusade, plain and simple. 


Now a clear majority of Canadian grain producers have voted to 
keep the single desk monopoly of the Wheat Board. 


I argue that the minister is both duty bound and honour bound to 
uphold the democratic will of Prairie grain producers and to respect 
the very act that defines his ministry, which guarantees a vote of 
Prairie producers before the government interferes with their ability 
to market their grain. 
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Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
plebiscite that the Wheat Board undertook left out a glaring hole in 
the middle: the right for farmers to voluntarily choose where they 
should market their grain. 


That is a right that we have campaigned on. May 2 saw a result, 
giving us the authority to move forward on that. 


We certainly intend to do that and to give those farmers the right 
and the opportunity to market their commodities at a time, place and 
price that they see fit, the same as their cousins in Ontario. 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, our 
American neighbours certainly see the benefit in the Canadian 
Wheat Board to Canadian farmers, because 13 times they have gone 
to the WTO and trade tribunals to complain that it is an unfair 
competitive advantage. 


Now our Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and Minister for 
the Canadian Wheat Board will do the Americans’ dirty work for 
them. 


My question is simple: what side is the minister on? Why is he 
standing up for the American agrifood giants and not standing up for 
Canadian grain producers, who benefit from the Canadian Wheat 
Board? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let 
me quote one of the farmers from western Canada: 

It is no accident that North Dakota has five pasta plants whereas Manitoba and 


Saskatchewan have none. We will continue to export jobs from the prairies unless 
entrepreneurs are given the chance to buy grain freely from farmers. 


That is the crux of this. We saw the Australian model opening up 
their wheat board some three years ago. When I met with the 
Minister of Trade from Australia at the Cairns Group last week, he 
said that the only mistake they made was not doing it sooner. 


We look to that model. It has been very positive for the farmers in 
Australia. We know the farmers in western Canada will follow that 
same model and have a much better chance of prosperity. 


eke ok 
@ (1450) 


MEMBER FOR MISSISSAUGA—ERINDALE 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs serves a 
very important position which requires professionalism and discre- 
tion. 


Recent events have become a distraction. There are unanswered 
questions about the parliamentary secretary's judgment and potential 
security concerns. 


My question is, will the parliamentary secretary step aside from 
his responsibilities until the situation is investigated? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member for Mississauga— 
Erindale has denied any inappropriate behaviour. We, of course, 
have found no information to suggest otherwise. 
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[Translation] 
Ms. Hélène Laverdiére (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 


Speaker, foreign affairs must be taken much more seriously. While 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs is looking after portraits of the Queen 
and his parliamentary secretary is looking after his personal life, who 
is looking after this country's foreign affairs? In the case of the 
parliamentary secretary, we have been told that an investigation took 
place behind closed doors and that the member did nothing wrong. 


Could the opposition have a copy of the report that was produced? 
[English] 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am not entirely sure what this 
has to do with government business and I do not know what 
inquiries into people's personal lives have to do with the new tone of 
decorum. 


The member for Mississauga—Erindale has been quite clear in his 
statement. He denied any inappropriate behaviour. There is no 
information to suggest otherwise. 


Cot ns 
[ Translation] 


QUEBEC 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, with his 
hand on his heart, the Minister of Industry promised that GST 
harmonization with Quebec would be resolved by September 15. It 
is now September 19 and the government has pulled the plug on the 
new unit in Bagotville, there is no more funding for the Saint- 
Rédempteur viaduct in Lévis, and we are still waiting for a new 
Champlain Bridge. 


Why has the government written off Quebec? Is it because 
Quebeckers did not vote the right way, or is it the influence of the 
Prime Minister's new communications director? Why are they 
turning their backs on Quebeckers? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I think that question 
should go back to the member for Bourassa. Nothing happened for 
10 years. That government created a fiscal imbalance and always 
refused the possibility of tax harmonization. We gave Quebec a seat 
at UNESCO, we resolved the fiscal imbalance that they created, and 
we recognized the Quebec nation. And there is more to come, unlike 
what the previous government did. 


*** 


G8 SUMMIT 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians do not understand how money allocated by Parliament to 
improve border infrastructure could have been used to build gazebos 
and washrooms that had nothing to do with the G8 summit. Even the 
Auditor General agrees that this matter is very troubling. 


Since the Conservatives like to boast about accountability and 
claim to have nothing to hide, will they allow the Standing 
Committee on Government Operations and Estimates to review how 
the funds were allocated? 
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[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in fact we have done more than that. We have had a review 
of this issue by the Auditor General. She came forward and made 
several recommendations on how we can be even more transparent 
to Parliament. We have accepted all those recommendations. 


I would say to the member opposite that this is the same old type 
of tactic that Canadians rejected in the last election. Canadians want 
their parliamentarians and their government to be focused on jobs, 
economic growth and economic opportunity. That is exactly what 
this government will continue to focus on. 


See se 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, today 
Canadians learned that the Minister of the Environment has had 
second thoughts about regulating the oil sands industry. It turns out 
he needs more time to consult with the oil industry. 


Will the minister explain to Canadians why he has decided to take 
his sweet time, when the government is already set to miss its own 
inadequate 2020 emissions targets by a whopping 75%? 


@ (1455) 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I welcome my colleague's question. 


We do have a plan, and our plan is working. As my colleague 
knows full well, we began with a sector-by-sector regulatory 
approach a year ago, starting with the transportation sector, which is 
the greatest emitter of greenhouse gases. I have just posted in 
Canada Gazette, part I, new regulations for the coal-fired electricity 
sector, and we will proceed sector by sector from here around the 
wheel of priorities. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the government 
had nothing better to do this summer than to cut 800 jobs from 
Environment Canada. Those cuts were made in a sector of strategic 
importance to our economy, our social development and our future. 
They will have serious repercussions on Canadians. 


What analyses were used to measure the impact of these cuts on 
Canadians? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, first of all, I must correct the hon. member's numbers. 


[English] 


There has been a great deal of misreporting and uninformed 
comment on this issue. There is a great difference between 776 
permanent employees who might be affected, 300 positions which 
will be declared surplus, and the much-smaller actual number of 
employees who may eventually be separated from the department. 
None of the core services of Environment Canada will be 
compromised. The environment remains — 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Winnipeg 
South Centre. 
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AIR CANADA 


Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, on September 16, the union representing Air Canada flight 
attendants served 72 hours' notice to strike, a strike that could take 
place at 12:01 Wednesday morning. 


Because Air Canada plays such a vital role in the Canadian 
economy, could the Minister of Labour please give the House an 
update on the status of the labour negotiations at Air Canada? 


Hon. Lisa Raitt (Minister of Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in 
cases like this the best solution is always the one that parties reach 
themselves. To that effect, both officials and I have been engaged 
with the parties. 


We have received strike notice, as the member said and we are 
very concerned that a disruption of the air service will damage 
Canada's economic recovery. Canadians gave our government a very 
strong mandate with respect to the economic recovery and they want 
us to focus on the economy. That is why, if there is a work stoppage, 
we will act to protect Canada's economy. 


CHERE 


SERVICE CANADA 


Ms. Judy Foote (Random—Burin—St. George's, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, the Conservatives intend to cut 120 Service Canada 
processing centres down to 22 over the next 3 years. The 
government's plan to shift jobs out of rural areas with high 
unemployment into urban centres makes no sense. Canada's 
economy remains fragile, while the government remains illogical. 
The Service Canada cuts will result in the loss of well-paying jobs in 
rural Canada, jobs we cannot afford to lose. 


At a time when Canadians need their government most, why does: 
the government continue to cut, cut, cut instead of focusing on jobs, 
jobs, jobs? 

Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there is a couple of aspects to 
that. During the global recession, the number of applications for 
employment insurance really spiked. To ensure Canadians got their 
EI payments in a timely manner, we hired additional temporary 
workers. Those workers knew that the jobs were temporary and so 
did their unions. 


The good news is that thanks to our economic action plan, we are 
leading the world in job creation. There are not as many applications 
for EI so we do not need those temporary workers anymore. 


Therefore, we are honouring our commitment to taxpayers to use 
their dollars wisely. 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians have learned about these cuts to Service Canada and we 
know that these jobs are very important in terms of speeding up the 
processing of employment insurance claims. We know there 
continues to be a backlog in many areas around Canada. 


Therefore, will the minister explain to out-of-work Canadians why 
the Conservatives are making it harder to access a program that 
Canadians have paid into? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we want to ensure that 
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Canadians do access the services to which they are entitled in an 
effective and efficient manner. We have a mandate from the 
Canadian people to ensure we provide our services efficiently. Up 
until now, it has been mostly done by paper. Therefore, we are trying 
to take a giant leap forward into the 21st century and we are 
automating a lot of this because it is a more responsive and 
responsible way to deal with things. 


No Service Canada in-person services are being cut through this 
program because we want to ensure we are responsive to Canadians 
so they get their payments quickly, accurately and in a responsible 
way regarding their taxpayer dollars. 


x + + 
@ (1500) 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. David Wilks (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians from coast to coast were horrified when Kienan Hebert 
was abducted from his home in Sparwood in my riding of Kootenay 
—Columbia. No family should ever have to endure the kind of fear 
and uncertainty felt by the Hebert family when its son was taken 
from it. To the great joy and relief of everyone involved, Kienan was 
returned safely. 


Our government is committed to keeping our streets and 
communities safe and to protecting our must vulnerable. Would 
the Minister of Justice please inform the House on how the 
government is acting to strengthen Canada's justice system and keep 
Canadians safe. 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. 
member for Kootenay—Columbia for his interest in this. We all join 
in wishing Kienan Hebert safety now that he is back with his family. 


We have taken concrete steps to protect Canada's most vulnerable. 
We have raised the age of consent from 14 to 16, strengthening 
sentencing provisions for dangerous offenders. We believe those 
who commit violent crimes should serve sentences which reflect the 
severity of their crimes. 


I am proud to be part of a government that puts victims first. 
Canadians know they can count on this government. 


xk *K * 


WATERFRONT TORONTO 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, 10 years ago, the Governments of Canada, Ontario and 
Toronto jointly created and funded the agency Waterfront Toronto 
for the purpose, in part, of developing Toronto's Port Lands in a 
socially and environmentally responsible way. 


Waterfront Toronto's plan is ready for implementation after 
rigorous consultation with the citizens of the city. Now the mayor 
of Toronto is seeking to take control of the agency and implement his 
own plan. 
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Could the Minister of Finance confirm his commitment to 


Waterfront Toronto and to sticking with its current plan for the Port 


Lands? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
not only can I confirm the commitment of the federal government, in 
fact, the commitment was $500 million and about $492 million of 
that money has been spent. In fact, most of the projects that have 
gone ahead, including Mimico Park, Canada's Sugar Beach and the 


Sherbourne Park, were done primarily with federal money on the ° 


Toronto waterfront.. Therefore, we have supported the Waterfront 
Toronto project throughout its time of advancing. 


I understand that the mayor of Toronto and Waterfront Toronto are 
having some discussions and I expect that they will come to an 
amicable resolution. 


**e* 
[Translation] 


DEMOCRATIC REFORM 


Mr. Louis Plamondon (Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour, 
BQ): Mr. Speaker, the Leader of the Government said this week that 
he fully intends to reintroduce the bill to change the composition of 
the House of Commons by increasing the number of seats, 
describing Quebec's concerns over its decreasing political weight 
as “horse trading”. 


Does the Prime Minister agree with his House leader? Is that how 
much respect the government has for the nation of Quebec? 


[English] 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, each Canadian vote, to the greatest extent 
possible, should carry equal weight. We will be taking reasonable 
and measured action to restore fair representation in the House of 
Commons, including protecting Quebec's constitutionally-enshrined 
representation. 


Unlike the opposition, we are governing for all Canadians and we 
will pursue what is fair and principled. 


* + * 


PRESENCE IN GALLERY 


The Speaker: I would like to draw to the attention of hon. 
members the presence in the gallery of the Honourable Kevin 
Falcon, Minister of Finance in the Legislative Assembly of British 
Columbia. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


ae mee 


CONFLICT OF INTEREST AND ETHICS COMMISSIONER 


The Speaker: Pursuant to section 28 of the Conflict of Interest 
Code for Members of the House of Commons, it is my duty to 
present to the House the report of the Ethics Commissioner on an 
inquiry into Helena Guergis, former member for Simcoe—Grey. 
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@ (1505) 
[English] 
SHARED VISION FOR PERIMETER SECURITY AND 
ECONOMIC COMPETITIVENESS 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 32(2), I have the honour to 


_ table, in both official languages, two reports summarizing consulta- 


tions on the Shared Vision for Perimeter Security and Economic 
Competitiveness. These reports were made available to the public on 
August 29, 2011. 


*K*KR* 


GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO PETITIONS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to Standing Order 36(8), I have the honour to table, in both 
official languages, the government's response to 22 petitions. 


Re chy os 


POPE JOHN PAUL II DAY ACT 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon (Mississauga East—Cooksville, CPC) 
moved for leave to introduce Bill C-266, An Act to establish Pope 
John Paul IT Day. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today as the member for Mississauga 
East—Cooksville to introduce my first private member's bill in the 
41st Parliament. The bill is an act to establish Pope John Paul II day. 


Pope John Paul II was born in Poland on May 18, 1920 and died 
in Rome on April 2, 2005. He was elected as the 264th Pope and 
Bishop of Rome on October 16, 1978. He was a pope who was 
hailed as the people's pope. He visited Canada in 1984, 1987 and in 
2002. He established World Youth Day in 1985. Despite his 
increasing age and frailty, Pope John Paul II continued to travel and 
visited 129 nations during 104 trips abroad. 


Pope John Paul IT humanized the papacy and managed to connect 
with thousands from different religions that gathered wherever he 
visited. He helped end communism in eastern Europe and made a 
great contribution to world peace and freedom. 


At his end, millions, including many Canadians, went to Rome 
affirming the last time how greatly he had altered the nature of the 
papacy and the world's expectations of a pope. 


His Holiness John Paul II was a people's pope and this bill 
recognizes this and his contribution to Canadians and all people in 
the world. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


**e* 


CANADA WATER PRESERVATION ACT 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-267, An Act respecting the presetvation of 
Canada’s water resources. 
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He said: Mr. Speaker, I think this is the third time I have 
introduced this bill, going back a few years. I am hoping that this 
time it will make it through the legislative process. Essentially, it is a 
bill to enable the federal government, along with the provinces, to 
become part of the process of making water in Canada a public trust. 
More specifically, it is a bill that would keep water in its natural 
basin thereby preventing large diversions of water from one basin to 
another in Canada and, by extension, outside of Canada. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 
we *K* 


@ (1510) 


EXCISE TAX ACT 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-268, An Act to amend the Excise Tax Act 
(no GST on funeral arrangements). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, every family in this country goes through 
the death of a relative, a loved one or a friend. The average cost of a 
funeral in this country is $10,000 and it is simply unconscionable for 
the federal government to tax that. 


I have been reintroducing this bill since 1998. It is now 13 years in 
the making. I hope the federal government will understand this time 
that a tax on funerals is simply unconscionable, un-Canadian and 
immoral. 


I am asking the federal government to remove the GST portion on 
all funeral and crematorium services. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


+ %X *% 


INCOME TAX ACT 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-269, An Act to amend the Income Tax Act 
(community service group membership dues). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, no government can do everything for all of 
its citizens. 


I could not help but notice that His Honour, the esteemed 
Governor General of Canada, stated yesterday in the media that we 
needed to do more for community service groups and volunteers in 
this country. 


The basic premise of the bill would allow volunteers of an 
organized group, such as the Lion's Club, the Legion, the Kiwanis 
Club, rotarians, volunteer firefighters, et cetera, who provide 250 
hours or more of service a year to claim a $1,000 tax deduction at the 
end of the year. We believe this would help offset some of the costs 
faced by volunteers across this country. 


I should remind the House that in Nova Scotia alone, volunteerism 
equates to $2 billion of assistance to our economy. We can, imagine 
what it is like in Ontario, Quebec and other larger provinces. 


This is a repetitive bill that I have had in the House for over 13 
years. I am hopeful that this time the government will see the merits 
of this legislation and pass it almost immediately. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 
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FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION ACT 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-270, An Act to amend the Financial 
Administration Act and the Passport Services Fees Regulations 
(passports for veterans, members of the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police and their spouses or common-law partners, and seniors). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, throughout the years, many members of the 
military and the RCMP have asked if it would be at all possible to 
have their passports and those of their immediate spouses issued free 
of charge as a benefit for their service. These individuals travel 
across the country and serve abroad many times. It would be a 
wonderful benefit to our men and women of the service and the 
RCMP. Allowing them to obtain a passport free of charge would goa 
long way toward thanking them for their invaluable service to this 
country. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


KK * 


INTERNET CHILD PORNOGRAPHY PREVENTION ACT 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-271, An Act to prevent the use of the 
Internet to distribute pornographic material involving children. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, the genesis of the bill goes back to 1995 
with the hon. Chris Axworthy, who was a New Democratic Party 
member of Parliament and who then became the justice minister and 
attorney general of Saskatchewan. 


We have noticed that the government recently adopted small parts 
of this bill into its crime legislation, which we greatly appreciate, but 
it honestly does not go far enough. 


What is on the Internet right now when it comes to the abuse of 
our children is unconscionable. I am sure I speak for all members of 
Parliament when I say that using the Internet to persuade and attract 
children for nefarious means for the pedophile industry is simply 
unconscionable. We must do all that we can to ensure that the 
Internet is not an evil means by which these people can perpetrate 


their deeds. 


This bill, which has great support from police officers across the 
country, would go a long way in deterring that action in this country. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


CE 
@ (1515) 


EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-272, An Act to amend the Employment 
Insurance Act and the Canada Labour Code (compassionate care 
benefits). 
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He said: Mr. Speaker, you and your wife have children and, if you 
both work outside the home, one of you can take a year off in 
maternity or paternity leave. What happens if a couple has a seven- 
year-old child who is diagnosed with cancer and has four months to 
live? What are parents prepared to do? That is a very difficult 
decision. Do they leave their places of employment to care for their 
loved ones? Of course they do. Will their employers keep their jobs 
for them when they return? We do not know. 


The fact is that no one should have to go through that alone. We in 
the NDP believe in using the unemployment insurance system for 
what we call eternity leave for up to six months to allow someone the 
opportunity to take time off work to care for a dying relative on a 
compassionate basis or on a severe rehabilitative basis. 


I notice that the hon. Jane Stewart, the former minister of social 
services back in 1999-2000, adopted part of this bill for six weeks 
and then the hon. Belinda Stronach extended it to eight weeks. We 
believe that is just not enough time. If it were increased up to six 
months, it would go a long way in assisting families when dealing 
with a very serious crisis in their lives. 


We believe that of all the bills I have introduced, this one should 
pass immediately. It should be passed this afternoon, go to the 
Senate, over to the Governor General and be in law by tomorrow. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


RK * 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-273, An Act to amend the Criminal Code 
(cyberbullying). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to reintroduce 
my private member's bill, which is an act to amend sections 264, 298 
and 372 of the Criminal Code in order to clarify that cyberbullying is 
an offence. Cyberbullying is a problem that touches over half of 
Canada's youth, whether they witness bullying, are victims or are 
bullies themselves. 


In a recent study by the University of Toronto, 50% of surveyed 
students reported that they had been bullied online and this insidious 
form of online bullying can follow youth through their whole lives. 


This bill has the support of the Canadian Teachers' Federation and 
most media and other levels of communication are included under 
sections of this bill. It is time to add electronic communication. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


x x *% 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-274, An Act to amend the Criminal Code (animal 
cruelty). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to introduce this 
important legislation that would amend the Criminal Code by 
consolidating animal cruelty offences and increasing the maximum 
penalties for this type of offence. 
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For over 10 years Parliament has debated this issue and has never 
adequately addressed it. This bill reflects the contribution of animal 
welfare groups, many in the animal use industry, and members from 
both Houses. This bill, in previous incarnations, has been passed in 
the House on two separate occasions. I look forward to working with 
all parties for its swift passage. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


Te Se 


HAZARDOUS PRODUCTS ACT 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-275, An Act to amend the Hazardous Products Act 
(recreational snow sport helmets). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to introduce for the fourth 
time my private member's bill entitled An Act to amend the 
Hazardous Products Act (recreational snow sport helmets), which 
would ban the advertising, sale and import of unsafe ski and 
snowboard helmets in Canada that do not have CSA approval. 


This is not only a good medical and safety issue, it is good public 
policy. It is estimated that recreational head injuries cost Canadian 
taxpayers over $100 million each year. Fifty per cent to 88% of 
acquired brain injuries happen because of this kind of unsafe helmet 
use. 


My bill would ensure that Canadians have the headgear protection 
that is actually safe. This does not need to be debated in the House. It 
just needs an order in council to allow for CSA-approved helmets to 
be used. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


ee 
@ (1520) 


CANADIAN HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-276, An Act to amend the Canadian Human Rights 
Act and the Criminal Code (gender identity and gender expression). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to introduce a bill entitled An 
Act to amend the Canadian Human Rights Act and the Criminal 
Code (gender identity and gender expression). 


The bill adds gender identity and gender expression to the list of 
prohibited grounds of discrimination in the Canadian Human Rights 
Act and the Criminal Code sections regarding hate crimes and 
sentencing provisions providing explicit protection to transgender 
and transsexual Canadians from discrimination in all areas of federal 
jurisdiction. It would give transsexual and transgender Canadians 
direct access to the protections provided for in the Canadian Human 
Rights Act and the Criminal Code of Canada. 
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As many of my colleagues may know, the bill was passed by the 
House in the previous Parliament when it was sponsored by former 
MP, Bill Siksay. Given that the House has previously approved the 
legislation, I look forward to working with my colleagues to once 
again pass this urgently needed legislation, as Australia has recently 
done. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


Ke * 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-277, An Act to amend the Criminal Code (cruelty to 
animals). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to present a bill that would 
further amend the Criminal Code to add a new section for animal 
cruelty offences. Laws on animal cruelty have not been updated 
substantially in this country since the Victorian era. It is time that we 
close the loopholes in the Criminal Code that allow perpetrators of 
animal cruelty crimes to go free because we know that these crimes 
are also linked with other crimes against humans. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


Ct RS 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
FINANCE 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor (Minister of State and Chief 
Government Whip, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there have been consulta- 
tions on the following motion. I move: 

That, during its consideration of matters pursuant to Standing Order 83.1, the 

Standing Committee on Finance be authorized to adjourn from place to place within 


Canada and to permit the broadcasting of its proceedings thereon, and that the 
necessary staff do accompany the committee. 


(Motion agreed to) 


mo ke as 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the following questions will be answered today: Nos. 1, 16, 19, 20, 
23, 24, 28, 32, 38, 44, 46, 51, 54, 56, 57, 58, 59, 62, 66, 68, 71, 73, 
76, 77, 80, 85, 86, 87, 88, 89, 90, 92, 93, 97, 99, 101, 102, 103, 104, 
106, 108 and 109. . 


| Text] 
Question No. 1—Mr. Bruce Hyer: 


With regard to corporate taxation, what is the total amount of deferred corporate 
taxes for the tax years 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010? 
Hon. Gail Shea (Minister of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, with respect to the above-noted question, what follows is 
the response from the Canada Revenue Agency, (CRA). 


The CRA is unable to provide a response in the manner requested. 


Deferred corporate taxes, reported on corporation’s’ financial 
statements, are captured in CRA’s CORTAX database. The database 
is used to capture information from T2 corporate income tax returns 
and to administer corporate income tax. 
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However, corporations are able to file amended returns and 
financial statements to request a reassessment, and this may include 
a revision to their financial statement data, including deferred 
income taxes. This type of taxpayer-requested adjustment can initiate 
changes on multiple tax years. Therefore, there is no definite point at 
which data can be considered final for any given tax year. 


A data analysis of the amounts presently captured in the CRA’s 
database determined that a representative amount of deferred 
corporate taxes by tax year cannot be provided. 


Question No. 16—Hon. Lawrence MacAulay: 


With regard to declining fish stocks in Atlantic Canada, especially in the Gulf 
Region, and the predatory effects of seals thereon: (a) does the government intend to 
increase the quota for the culling of the harp seal and the grey seal herds to mitigate 
the seals’ impact on fish stocks; (6) what are the numbers of harp and grey seals 
harvested during this year’s hunt in (i) the Gulf Region, (ii) off the waters of 
Newfoundland; (c) what do the numbers in (b}(i) and (ii) represent as a percentage of 
the total allowable catch (TAC) for both areas; (d) given declining levels of sea ice in 
the Gulf Region, does the government intend to allow seals to be hunted on land in 
the future; (e) what is the projected TAC for the 2012 seal hunt; (f) what is the best 
price for seal pelts in 2011; and (g) what is the expected best price for seal pelts in 
2012? 


Hon. Keith Ashfield (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and 
Minister for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): — Mr. Speaker, in recent 
years, the government has been examining the impacts of seal 
predation on Atlantic fish stocks. In 2010, a workshop was held that 


provided data on the correlation between grey seal diets and the 


recovery of cod stocks in the southern gulf. Findings from this 
Canadian Science Advisory Secretariat exercise showed that in area 
AT, grey seals are considered a significant source of mortality for 
large cod over 35cm. More studies need to be done to assess the 
impact seals are having on fish stocks in other areas. 


In response to (a), the current management objective is to maintain 
the seal population at 70% of the largest population seen. Seal 
populations will continue to be managed accordingly. 


In response to (b)(i), in the gulf region, 2,547 harp seals and 195 
grey seals were harvested this year; and in response to (b)(ii), in 
Newfoundland and Labrador, 35,483 harp seals were harvested off 
the Front, eastern Newfoundland, including gulf Newfoundland, 
western. 


In response to (c), as a percentage of total allowable catch, (b)(i) 
the gulf region, that is Quebec, New Brunswick, Nova Scotia and 
Prince Edward Island, harvested 6% of their allocation, not including 
Gulf Newfoundland quota, for harp seals and less than 1% of the 
total allowable catch for grey seals. In response to (b)(ii), 
Newfoundland and Labrador harvested 10% of their allocation, gulf 
and Front/Labrador quotas. 
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In response to (d), it is current practice that grey seals can be 
harvested both on land and in the water in the Gulf Region. Grey 
seals haul out on ice or on land to birth their pups, and commercial 
harvests of grey seals take place on various islands and along the 
coast around the Maritimes. 


In response to (e), the total allowable catch for the 2012 season for 
all species of seals has yet to be determined. The herds are currently 
quite healthy. The quota is determined based on science advice, 
socio-economic concerns and through consultations with regional 
advisory committees as well as an Atlantic-wide advisory committee 
meeting, which typically is held in early January to discuss the 
upcoming harvests. The recommendations of science and stake- 
holders are then provided to the minister to make a decision on 
upcoming total allowable catches for the year. 


In response to (f), processors set the price for seal pelts, which 
averaged between $20 to $25 for the 2011 season. This price is set 
according to market conditions and the quality of the pelts. 


In response to (g), Fisheries and Oceans Canada has no means of 
knowing what the price for pelts will be for the 2012 season. Prices 
for pelts are set by the market and based on demand and availability. 


Question No. 19—Mr. Malcolm Allen: 


With regard to the next phase of Canada's Economic Action Plan: (a) how much 
funding will be allocated from April 1, 2011, until April 1, 2015; (6) what 
departments and agencies will be responsible for the Plan's implementation; and (c) 
how much money will be allocated to each department and agency to implement the 
next phase of Canada's Economic Action Plan? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to the next phase of 
Canada’s economic action plan, the annual net fiscal cost of new 
measures announced in the next phase of Canada’s economic action 
plan, as well as savings measures with positive fiscal impacts, can be 
located in table 5.5 and table 5.6 on pages 191-192 of the budget 
2011 document. Note: the period in question, April 1, 2011 to April 
1, 2015, corresponds to fiscal years 2011-12 to 2014-15. For more 
information, please visit the Government of Canada website on the 
next phase of Canada’s economic action plan, www.budget.gc.ca. 
The next phase of Canada’s economic action plan involves the work 
of numerous federal departments and agencies to implement the 
announced measures. Specific details of departmental appropriations 
related to budget 2011 measures are determined following the 
tabling of the budget, as departments come forward to Treasury 
Board and, ultimately, to Parliament to seek spending authority. 


Question No. 20—Mr. Malcolm Allen 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at the Department of Agriculture and 
Agri-Food: (a) what measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) 
how many full-time and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many 
full-time or part-time employees were laid off as of April 1, 2011; (d) how many full- 
time and part-time employees have been hired since April 1, 2011; and (e) what 
programs received funding cuts as of April 1, 2011? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
in response to (a), Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, AAFC, 
closely monitored all operating expenses and reported on them 
monthly to the senior management of the department. 


Budget 2010 announced two significant actions to reduce the rate 
of growth in operating expenditures. 


First, any salary and wage increases set in the Expenditure 
Restraint Act and in collective agreements for fiscal year 2010-11 
until the end of fiscal year 2012-13 are to be absorbed by 
organizations. No moneys were provided to AAFC to fund the 1.5 
per cent increase in annual wages for the federal public adminis- 
tration. AAFC is required to reallocate the resources from its : 
operating budgets to fund these increases. Funding that was already 
provided in the department’s reference levels for these increases was 
returned to Treasury Board Secretariat through supplementary 
estimates. 


The department has a ataffing realignment board that reviews and 
approves all external staffing requests to ensure that people are 
matched to priorities within available financial resources. 


Salaries are monitored monthly by each branch against established 
maximum salary budgets. Second, operating budgets for fiscal year 
2011-12 have been frozen at the 2010-11 levels. A subsequent 
freeze of operating budgets at those same levels is anticipated for 
fiscal year 2012-13. 


To this end, additional measures were instituted that focused on 
travel, hospitality, and conferences. Employees have been advised of 
best practices related to travel in an effort to reduce the associated 
costs,for example, encouraging the use of video conferencing, use of 
the online booking tool, and booking of travel well in advance to 
take advantage of reduced-rate tickets. 


In response to (b), during the 2010-11 fiscal year, 483 
indeterminate employees, 462 full-time and 21 part-time, were lost 
to attrition at AAFC. 


In response to (c), during the 2010-11 fiscal year, no employees 
were laid off at AAFC. 


In response to (d), between April 1, 2011, and June 12, 2011, 71 
indeterminate employees, 71 full-time and zero part-time, were hired 
at AAFC. 


In response to (e), as previously mentioned in paragraph (a), the 
spending measures resulting from the budget 2010 announcement 
are affecting operating budgets in 2011-12 and apply across all 
programs. : 


Question No. 23—Mr. Rodger Cuzner: 


With regard to Telus violations of the Do Not Call List and the Canadian Radio- 
television and Telecommunications Commission’s (CRTC) Alternate Case Resolu- 
tions processes: (a) why was it decided that Telus should make a donation to the 
Carleton University School of Public Policy and Administration as opposed to 
paying Administrative Monetary Penalties (AMPs) to the government that would 
benefit all Canadians, and who made this decision; (b) what was the amount Telus 
agreed to pay the Carleton University School of Public Policy and Administration; 
(c) what would have been the maximum possible AMP for the violations alleged to 
have been committed by Telus; (d) what was the process that led to this decision; (e) 
why was the Carleton University School of Public Policy and Administration 
selected to be the recipient of this donation, as opposed to any other institution (e.g., 
Dalhousie University School of Public Administration); and (f) are any of the 
Commissioners, the Secretary General or any staff member of the CRTC currently an 
instructor, lecturer, part-time staff member or in any other way connected to the 
Carleton University School of Public Policy and Administration? 
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Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, the following is the 
response from the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunica- 
tions Commission. With regard to Telus violations of the do not call 
list and the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications 
Commission’s, CRTC, alternative case resolutions processes, and in 
response to (a), Telus acted swiftly after being contacted by the 
CRTC and immediately volunteered to cease making the types of 
calls that were under investigation to its prepaid mobile customers. 
There was neither an admission of fault by Telus regarding its use of 
automated calling devices nor a formal finding of liability by the 
commission. 


The chief telecommunications enforcement officer of the CRTC 
has been delegated the responsibility to perform negotiated 
settlements on behalf of the CRTC, and may consult with the 
vice-chair telecommunications where warranted. 


In response to (b), Telus agreed to pay $200,000 to the regulatory 
governance initiative at Carleton. 


In response to (c), as set out in subsection 72.01(b) of the 
Telecommunications Act, “every contravention of a prohibition or 
requirement of the Commission under section 41 constitutes a 
violation, and the person who commits the violation is liable, in the 
case of a corporation, to an AMP of up to $15,000.” 


Telus acted swiftly after being contacted by the CRTC and 
immediately volunteered to cease making the types of calls that were 
under investigation to its prepaid mobile customers. There was 
neither an admission of fault by Telus regarding its use of automated 
calling devices nor a formal finding of liability by the commission. 


In response to (d), at any time during the course of an 
investigation, a telemarketer is welcome to discuss with the CRTC 
potential corrective actions that the telemarketer can take to bring 
itself into compliance with the rules. The outcome of these 
discussions could be a signed agreement with specific undertakings 
to implement immediate ongoing corrective measures and may 
include the payment of an AMP. The CRTC may enter into an 
agreement that would include a payment in lieu of a notice of 
violation setting out AMPs. This payment may be made to the crown 
or may take the form of a donation, as is the case across 
governments. A negotiated settlement avoids the cost and the time 
of an investigation while achieving the primary goal of compliance 
with the rules. 


It is important to distinguish between the types of settlements in 
which the commission has the discretion to engage. In some 
instances, especially the most egregious cases, a notice of violation, 
which equates to an admittance of guilt, is required. In others, where 
circumstances warrant, a settlement with a payment is sufficient. 


In response to (e), as is the case in all negotiations,Telus was 
provided with the terms for settlement and negotiations ensued. The 
regulatory governance ‘initiative at Carleton was selected and 
mutually agreed upon as part of the discussions. The money is 
intended to support graduate studies in the areas of policy and 
regulations as they relate to the mandate of the CRTC and the 
responsiveness of regulatory programs to consumer and business 
needs. 
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In response to (f), while one of the almost 500 staff members 
teaches a course at Carleton, this was not known at the time of the 
negotiations. This individual has no connection to the regulatory 
governance initiative and was not in any manner involved in the 
investigation or the discussions with Telus. Further, the commission 
has entered into two more negotiated settlements, with Bell and 
Rogers, where payments were made to Concordia University, the 
British Columbia Institute of Technology and Université de 
Montréal. All funds are directed to initiatives that relate to 


telecommunications or Internet studies that support regulatory policy 


development. In addition, these initiatives will assist in improve- 
ments in the CRTC’s ability to be responsive to the needs of 
businesses and consumers. 


Question No. 24—Mr. Rodger Cuzner: 


With respect to the National Do Not Call List, as of May 31, 2011: (a) what is the 
total number and dollar value of Administrative Monetary Penalties that have been 
imposed to date by the Canadian Radio-television and Telecommunications 
Commission; (b) what is the total number and dollar value of AMPs that have 
been paid to date; (c) what is the total number and dollar value of negotiated 
settlements that have been reached to date; (d) what is the total number and dollar 
value of negotiated settlements that have been paid to date; and (e) what is the 
number of companies who have refused to either pay an AMP or reach a negotiated 
settlement? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, with respect to the 
national do not call list, as of May 31, 2011, in response to (a), as of 
May 31, 2011, the commission has issued 31 AMPs for a total of 
$2,005,000. 


In response to (b), the commission has received three complete 
payments and five partial payments for a total value of 
$1,823,871.80. 


In response to (c), there have been four negotiated settlements 
reached for a total value of $2,541,000. 


In response to (d), the four negotiated settlements have been paid 
in full. 


In response to (e), no company has refused to either pay an AMP 
or reach a negotiated settlement. 


Question No. 28—Hon. John McCallum: 


With regard to each meeting of the Treasury Board since April 1, 2009: (a) what 
was the date of the meeting; (b) where did the meeting occur; (c) who was in 
attendance; and (d) what was the agenda of the meeting? 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this information is 
protected as a cabinet confidence according to .section 69 of the 
Access to Information Act. 


Question No. 32—-Mr. Claude Gravelle: 


With regard to the death of two workers at Vale’s Stobie Mine in Sudbury: (a) 
what actions has the government undertaken to investigate the deaths; (b) which 
department led the investigation of the accident in the mine; (c) what are the 
preliminary results of that investigation; (d) what corrective measures have been 
recommended to prevent the recurrence of such an accident; (e) what sanctions, if 
any, does the federal government intend to impose against Vale; and (f) when was the 
last federal safety inspection conducted at the Vale mine in Sudbury and what were 
the conclusions of this inspection? 
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Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our Government extends its condolences to the families, co- 
workers and friends of the two miners who lost their lives. Our 
government’s top priority remains ensuring the health and safety of 
workers and the public. 


Natural Resources Canada offered to provide any assistance 
required to the community and authorities in charge. However, the 
health and safety of mining activity falls exclusively within the 
jurisdiction of provinces and we will continue to provide any 
assistance required. 


As this matter is now subject to an investigation, we are unable to 
comment further at this time. 


Question No. 38—Hon. Ralph Goodale: 


With regard to the ongoing disputes between the National Research Council of 
Canada (NRC) and one of its former employees, Dr. Chander Grover, between 
January 1, 2004, and October 31, 2010: (a) how much money has the NRC spent on 
legal services and costs for services provided by external legal counsel; (b) how 
much money has the NRC spent on legal services and costs for services provided by 
the Department of Justice; (c) how much money has the NRC spent on external 
communications advice; and (d) how much has the NRC spent on external 
consultants? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, with regard to the 
ongoing disputes between the National Research Council Canada, 
NRC, and one of its former employees, Dr. Chander Grover, 
between January 1, 2004, and October 31, 2010, NRC claims 
solicitor-client privilege regarding the amount of legal fees, and 
waives the privilege in a limited way only to the extent of divulging 
the amount while retaining the right to claim privilege over bills of 
account that contain detailed information. 


In response to (a), NRC has spent a total of $890,478.92 on legal 
services and costs for services provided by external legal counsel. 
These expenditures represent costs that were incurred for legal 
services provided, as required, over a period of six years and nine 
months and were necessary because of the nature of the require- 
ments, which could not be met by the Department of Justice legal 
staff. 


In response to (b), NRC has spent a total of $40,071.01 on legal 
services and costs for services provided by the Department of 
Justice. 


In response to (c), no expenses were incurred for external 
communications advice. 


In response to (d), NRC has spent a total of $65,619.45 on 
external consultants in order to augment its internal capacity. 


Question No. 44—Hon. Carolyn Bennett: 


With regard to the planned reduction in human resources for Indian and Northern 
Affairs Canada listed in the 2011-2012 Report on Plans and Priorities: (a) what is the 
estimated number of employees who will be affected; (b) how many reductions are 
estimated to be dealt with through attrition; (c) which positions are being eliminated 
as a part of this reduction, distributed by employee status, title, and program activity; 
and (d) what is the planned human resources commitment to the Urban Aboriginal 
Strategy for fiscal years 2012-2013 and 2013-2014? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to (a) 
and (c), the Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada, 


AANDC, 2011-12 report on plans and priorities,RPP, identifies a 
declining trend of full-time equivalent positions (FTEs), estimated. 
potentially up to 770, over a three-year planning period from 2011- 
2012 to 2013-2014. These potential reductions are projected to 
reflect a number of programs that are sunsetting or coming to an end 
as part of the natural program lifecycle. These estimates do not 
presume or attempt to project future decisions, such as the extension 
of a sunsetting program, but merely reflect the current status in a 
program’s life cycle. As such, it is not possibleat this time to identify 
specific positions, program activities or employee status in relation 
to these potential reductions. 


In response to (b), according to the Treasury Board Secretariat, 
attrition, often referred to as “natural attrition,” refers to separations, 
exits or departures, of employees from the public service other than 
departures under existing incentive programs or due to devolution 
and privatization. 


Based on trends observed over the past three years, the projected 
rate of attrition within the department as a whole would be 10.21%. 
Note that this does not relate to reductions in the RPP as per the 
answer to (a) and (c), but rather to the normal attrition rate across the 
entire department. 


In response to (d), the five year authority to implement the urban 
aboriginal strategy expires March 31, 2012. The department is 
currently working towards renewal of the strategy and until a 
decision is made by cabinet whether to extend this initiative, we are 
unable to comment on the human resource commitment for fiscal 
years 2012-13 and 2013-14. 


Question No. 46—Hon. Carolyn Bennett: 


* With regard to the maternal and child health of Aboriginal people in Canada: (a) 
does the government collect data on the rates of maternal and infant mortality, 
disaggregated by Aboriginal population and, if so, (i) what is the most recent data, 
(1) which departments and agencies are responsible for the collection of this data, 
(iii) what programs do they provide, (iv) what is the annual expenditure per program; 
(b) what efforts are being made to improve the collection of disaggregated data 
regarding the maternal and child health of Aboriginals; (c) what community-specific 
programs exist to improve the maternal and child health of (i) Status Indians on- 
reserve, (i1) Status Indians off-reserve, (iii) non-Status Indians, (iv) Inuit, (v) Métis, 
(vi) urban Aboriginals; (d) what is the percentage of pregnant Aboriginal women 
who receive maternal care (i) within their own community, (ii) outside of their own 
communities; and (e) what culturally-specific programs are available to support 
women who give birth outside their community? 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, in response to (a),the collection of maternal and infant 
mortality data falls within provincial-territorial jurisdictional respon- 
sibilities of health care. 


Maternal mortality rates among aboriginal populations at the 
national level are not available due to the lack of ethnic identifiers in 
provincial-territorial vital statistics databases. 


Information on maternal and infant mortality rates is maintained 
within the provincial-territorial vital statistics databases; the federal 
government liaises with the provinces and territories to roll up this 
information to the national level. The federal government funds 
within existing reference levels. 
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In response to (b),the federal government continues to work with 
its aboriginal and provincial-territorial partners at the regional level 
to improve access to aboriginal health data on a Jurisdiction by 
jurisdiction basis. Examples of this work include the participation in 
the joint working group on first nations, Indian, Inuit, and Métis 
infant mortality data, which recently produced a report on data gaps 
in infant mortality rates, http://journal.cpha.ca/index.php/cjph/article/ 
view/2370. 


Efforts have been made at the federal level to improve the 
collection and quality of infant mortality data nationally. The joint 
working group on first nations, Inuit and Métis infant mortality data 
was initially brought together under the umbrella of Public Health 
Agency of Canada’s Canadian perinatal surveillance system, and 
supported by the Public Health Agency of Canada, PHAC, and 
Health Canada, to advise on data development related to aboriginal 
perinatal health. The joint working group, composed of representa- 
tives from PHAC, Health Canada, Statistics Canada, and some 
national aboriginal organizations, focused on developing an 
aboriginal identification question that could be included in P/T vital 
Statistics records to facilitate the collection and capture ofaboriginal 
data across Canada. Implementing the collection of identifiers will 
require co-operation within and across jurisdictions, including 
aboriginal communities. PHAC and Health Canada continue 
exploring ways to facilitate this fundamental step to allow provision 
of information on national maternal and child health data specific to 

aboriginal populations 


In response to (c), information about Health Canada supported, 
community-specific programs that exist to improve maternal and 
child health of status-Indians on reserve, including the maternal and 
child health program, the Canada prenatal nutrition program, and the 
aboriginal head start on reserve program, can be found on Health 
Canada’s website within the first nations and Inuit health community 
program’s compendium, http://www.he-sc.gc.ca/fniah-spnia/pubs/ 
aborig-autoch/2007_compendium/index-eng.php. 


The Public Health Agency of Canada supports community- 
specific programs to improve maternal and child health of status 
Indians off reserve, non-status Indians, Inuit, Métis, and urban 
aboriginals through programs like the aboriginal head start urban and 
northern communities, http://www.phac-aspc.gc.ca/hp-ps/dca-dea/ 
prog-ini/ahsunc-papacun/index-eng.php; the community action pro- 
gram for children; http://www.phac-aspc.gc.ca/hp-ps/dca-dea/prog- 
ini/capc-pace/index-eng.php; and the Canada prenatal nutrition 
program, http://www.phac-aspc.ge.ca/hp-ps/dca-dea/prog-ini/cpnp- 
penp/index-eng.php. 


In response to (d), we have information on the program reach of 
maternal and child health programs funded by the First Nations and 
Inuit Health Branch of Health Canada. The maternal child health 
program provides home visiting by nurses and family visitors to 
2,221 women and families with young children in 225 first nations 
communities. 


The first nations and Inuit component of the Canada prenatal 
nutrition program, CPNP, currently reaches over 9,000 first nations 
and Inuit women per year at approximately 450 project sites, which 
serve more than 600 communities. The fetal alcohol spectrum 
disorder program funds approximately 36 mentoring sites across 
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Canada, reaching more than 6000 women. In addition, there are 17 
community coordinator positions to help increase families’ access to 
multi-disciplinary FASD diagnostic teams and related services and 
support. The aboriginal head start on reserve, AHSOR, program 
serves over 9,000 children in over 300 first nations on-reserve 
communities across Canada. 


As indicated in PHAC's “Maternity Experiences Survey”, 2006- 
2007, http://www.phac-aspe.gc.ca/ths-ssg/survey-eng. php,, the pro- 
vinces and territories are responsible for health care delivery for all 


Canadians and are therefore critical partners in maternal and child 
health. 


In response to (e), Health Canada supports a number of initiatives 
directed at returning safe birthing options closer to home and to 
increase accessibility to midwifery for first nations and Inuit 
families. CPNP funds community-based groups and coalitions to 
provide access to culturally specific programs and services for 
pregnant women most at risk, including aboriginal women. CPNP 
aims to improve the health of pregnant women and their infants, 
reduce the number of babies born with unhealthy birth weights, and 
promote and support breastfeeding. A summative evaluation of 
CPNP, http://www. phac-aspe.ge.ca/about_apropos/evaluation/re- 
ports-rapports/2009-2010/cpnp-penp/index-eng.php, found that 
CPNP projects are serving approximately 50,000 women annually 
in over 3,000 communities across Canada, with 22% of CPNP new 
entrants identified as aboriginal in 2008-09. They included 3,670 
women. The highest proportion of aboriginal participants was found 
in Saskatchewan, 79%; the territories, 66%; and Manitoba,52%. 
Many CPNP projects serve rural, remote and/or isolated areas where 
there is reduced access to health services, and strive to link 
vulnerable children and their families in these areas to additional 
community supports. 


Question No. 51—Mr. Scott Andrews: 


With regard to the Department of Fisheries and Oceans and, more specifically, the 
decision to close the Maritime Rescue Sub-Centre located in St. John’s, Newfound- 
land and Labrador: (a) what are the estimated number of jobs being displaced and 
what costs are associated with the closure, including (i) wages or salaries, (ii) 
operational costs; (b) what additional resources will be added to the Joint Rescue Co- 
ordination Centres in Halifax, Trenton or other locations throughout Canada to 
compensate for the closure; (c) when and how was the Government of Newfoundland 
and Labrador first notified of this possible closure; (d) what consultations were held 
with any stakeholder groups and individuals concerning the possible closure and 
when did they take place; and (e) what groups and organizations have submitted their 
objections concerning the closure to the Minister and any of his officials in the 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans? 


Hon. Keith Ashfield (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and 
Minister for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the St. 
John’s marine rescue sub-centre, MRSC, will be consolidated into 
the joint rescue coordination centre, JRCC, in Halifax. 
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In response to (a), 12 positions at MRSC St. John’s will be 
affected by this consolidation (I, ii). The cost associated with this 
consolidation cannot be determined until the implementation plan is 
rolled out, along with measures to deal with affected staff. It is 
expected that there will be training, accommodation and refit costs. 


In response to (b), to enhance operations at JRCC Halifax 
following the consolidation, six new full-time search and rescue 
mission coordinator positions will be created. 


In response to (c), the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans made a 
public statement to the press advising of the MRSC/JRCC 
consolidations on June 7, 2011. The Government of Newfoundland 
and Labrador was not advised of the closures through a process 
separate from this public statement. 


In response to (d), this consolidation is part of the Government of 
Canada’s strategic review exercise, which requires that federal 
departments make reductions of 5% to their operating budgets by 
finding efficiencies. The strategic review was an internal exercise. To 
respect cabinet confidentiality, public consultations were not 
conducted. 


In response to (e), the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans has 
received emails, letters and petitions regarding this consolidation 
from various organizations, levels of government, and private 
citizens, including the Union of Canadian Transportation Employ- 
ees, the Government of Newfoundland and Labrador, the St. John’s 
Board of Trade, the St. John’s East NDP Riding Association, and the 
Canadian Coast Guard Auxiliary, Newfoundland and Labrador. 


Question No. 54—Mr. Scott Andrews: 


With regard to Human Resources and Skills Development Canada and, more 
specifically, the terms of an agreement with the government of Newfoundland and 
Labrador to transfer the delivery of Employment Insurance-funded employment 
benefits and support measures through the Labour Market Development Agreement 
effective November 2, 2009, what are the specific terms and conditions of this 
agreement? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Canada-Newfoundland 
and Labrador Labour Market Development Agreement, LMDA, was 
implemented on November 2, 2009. The LMDA falls within the 
scope of part II of the Employment Insurance Act and involves 
programs/services that are similar to those established by the 
Employment Insurance Commission. It is open-ended in duration 
and provides the province with customized allocations based on 
precise funding formula calculations. 


Details on the LMDA are available through the Human Resources 
and Skills Development Canada website at http://www.hrsdc.gc.ca/ 
eng/employment/partnerships/pdimdanfld.shtml. 


Question No. 56—Hon. Wayne Easter: 


With respect to trade agreements: (a) what is the number of negotiators, if any, 
that have been retained from outside the government to represent Canada in current 
trade negotiations; and (b) has the government considered or implemented plans to 
undertake a review of the Canada-Peru Free Trade Agreement in 2014 to evaluate the 
trade implications for Canada? 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to 
(a), all trade negotiators representing the Canadian government are 
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Government of Canada employees; no outside negotiators have been 


retained. 


In response to (b), our government continually assesses its trading 
relationships to ensure Canadian workers, farmers and businesses in 
all regions of Canada benefit. 


The Canada-Peru Free Trade Agreement is part of our govern- 
ment’s free trade plan that is creating jobs and economic growth for 
Canadian workers and their families. The agreement with Peru is 
creating new opportunities with this key Latin American country. 


Canadian workers, farmers and businesses are benefiting from 
eliminated and/or reduced tariffs on many exports. When the 
Canada-Peru Free Trade Agreement came into force on August 1, 
2009, many agricultural exports, such as wheat, barley, lentils and 
peas, received immediate duty-free status. 


Question No. 57—Hon. Wayne Easter: 


With respect to the June 2001 report entitled “Coastal Impacts of Climate Change 
and Sea-Level Rise on Prince Edward Island”: (a) have there been any updates to the 
study since the release of the report in June 2001; (6) has the government conducted 
any separate studies since June 2001 on the impacts of climate change and rising sea- 
levels on Prince Edward Island; (c) what programs have been implemented to deal 
with rising sea levels affecting Prince Edward Island; and (d) what advice or 
assistance has been provided by the Government of Canada to the Government of 
Prince Edward Island to deal with the impact of rising sea levels on the province? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to (a), scientists at Natural 
Resources Canada, NRCan, have published various peer-reviewed, 
scientific papers based on the original data collected for the report 
entitled “Coastal Impacts of Climate Change and Sea Level Rise on 
Prince Edward Island” since its release in June 2001. These include 
the following: 


Webster, T.L., Forbes, D.L., Dickie, S., and Shreenan, R. (2004). 
Using topographic LiDAR to map flood risk from storm-surge 
events for Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island, Canada. Canadian 
Journal of Remote Sensing, 30 (1), 64-76. Forbes, D.L., Parkes, G. 
S., Manson, G.K., and Ketch, L.A. (2004). Storms and shoreline 
retreat in the southern Gulf of St. Lawrence. Marine Geology, 210, 
169-204. O’Reilly, C.T., Forbes, D.L., and Parkes, G.S. (2005). 
Defining and adapting to coastal hazards in Atlantic Canada: facing 
the challenge of rising sea levels, storm surges and shoreline erosion 
in a changing climate. Ocean Yearbook, 19, 189-207 Webster, T.L. 
and Forbes, D.L. (2006). Airborne laser altimetry for predictive 
modelling of coastal storm-surge flooding. In: Remote Sensing of 
Aquatic Coastal Ecosystem Processes: Science and Management 
Applications (Richardson, L.L. and LeDrew, E.F., editors). Springer, 
Dordrecht, 157 182. 


NRCan has not updated the actual report entitled “Coastal Impacts 
of Climate Change and Sea Level Rise on Prince Edward Island” 
since its release in June 2001. 


In response to (b), NRCan has monitored closely the conditions in 
Prince Edward Island and has conducted field reconnaissance 
following some major storms. These activities provided the basis 
for public presentations in Prince Edward Island during 2009 and 
2010. 
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In December of 2010, NRCan and university partners deployed 
two temporary wave and tide gauges offshore of Brackley Beach, 
Northern Prince Edward Island, to measure waves under sea ice in 


support of a doctoral research project. An attempt at recovery of 


these instruments was made in April 2011, but was unsuccessful. 
Another attempt is planned in the summer of 2011. These results 
could provide insight into near-shore sediment transport under 
conditions of reduced sea ice and changing storminess, important 
considerations under changing climate in the southern Gulf of St. 
Lawrence. 


In response to (c), in December 2007 the Government of Canada 
announced that funding would be provided for climate change 
adaptation. In 2009, NRCan implemented a $30M Regional 
Adaptation Collaborative, RAC, program that brings together 
provincial and municipal governments as well as other important 
regional decision-makers. The goal of this national program is to 
advance climate change adaptation decision-making locally to deal 
with regionally specific challenges and thereby increase Canada’s 
resilience to a changing climate. The Atlantic RAC was established 
as part of this program and is addressing a variety of climate change 
impacts, including sea level rise. 


Through the Tools for Adaptation Program, NRCan is working in 
collaboration with the Canadian Institute of Planners, CIP, to ensure 
that scientific research and information on climate change impacts, 
including rising sea levels, will be considered in planning practice 
Canada-wide. 


In response to (d), in March 2009 the Hon. Richard Brown, 
Minister of Environment, Energy and Forestry for the Government 
of P.E.I., attended one of the NRCan public presentations referenced 
in part (b). Following the presentation, the minister commended 
NRCan for the value of the event, noted the importance of 
comprehensive information on the subject, and requested that 
NRCan be available to offer future advice. Since that time, NRCan 
has, when asked, offered incidental technical advice to the P.E.I. 
Department of Environment, Energy and Forestry. 


Question No. 58—Hon. Wayne Easter: 


With respect to Canada's airports: (a) what is the total amount of federal funding, 
announced in March 2011, for the Jean Lesage Airport in Quebec City; (b) under 
what programs was the funding in (a) awarded; (c) what is the total amount of federal 
funding, announced in February 2011, for the Charlottetown Airport; and (d) under 
what programs was the funding in (c) awarded? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in response to (a), on March 16, 2011, the Government of 
Canada announced it will invest up to $50 million for the long-term 
expansion and modernization of the Jean-Lesage International 
Airport in Quebec City, a $225 million initiative. 


In response to (b), an amount of $21.6 million, under the 
Gateways and Border Crossings Fund, was awarded at that time for 
three specific projects submitted by the airport authority. The work 
includes the extension and widening of two paved strips on airport 
grounds, the upgrading of underground utilities, and the construction 
of an additional taxiway to connect the Delta and Golf taxiways. 
Discussions are under way with the Jean-Lesage International 
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Airport in order to identify eligible projects with respect to the 
remaining funds of $28.4 million. 


In response to (c), on February 21, 2011, the Government of 
Canada announced it will invest up to $1.2 million to expand 
Charlottetown Airport’s existing terminal, a $3.5 million project. 


In response to (d), the $1.2 million was awarded under the 
Gateways and Border Crossings Fund. 


Question No. 59—Mr. Massimo Pacetti: 


With respect to the government's decision not to implement recommendation nine 
from the June 2009 report of the Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs, entitled 
“Shared Experiences: Comparisons of Veterans Services Offered by Members of the 
Commonwealth and the G8”: (a) what criteria were used to arrive at this decision; (b) 
what was the policy rationale for the decision; and (c) is the government considering 
any other information sharing arrangements to better identify veterans and their 
families in order to ensure that they receive the benefits available to them? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, recommendation 9 from the June 2009 report of the 
Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs, entitled “Shared Experi- 
ences: Comparisons of Veterans Services Offered by Members of the 
Commonwealth and the G8”, reads: “That the Department of 
Veterans Affairs explore with Canada Revenue Agency the 
possibility of modifying income tax returns to allow veterans and 
their families to identify themselves so that they can receive 
information on the financial benefits and support services available 
to them.” Veterans Affairs Canada implemented the recommendation 
by consulting with the Canada Revenue Agency. These consultations 
resulted in Canada Revenue Agency’s confirmation that the focus of 
Canada Revenue Agency forms is on tax and benefit programs 
administered by the Canada Revenue Agency only. The criteria used 
in the decision not to pursue the inclusion of a veteran identifier on 
tax forms were privacy, legal authority, effectiveness, and sustain- 
able development commitments. 


Question No. 62—Mr. Andrew Cash: 


With regard to the G20 Summit ex gratia payments: (a) to date, how many 
applications have been approved and paid to claimants; (b) how many applications 
have been approved but not yet paid to claimants; (c) of the approved applications 
awaiting payment, what is the reason for payment not being made; (d) how many 
applications have been rejected; (e) of the applications rejected, what was the reason 
for rejection; and (f) what are all applications for compensation, the amount of 
compensation requested, and, if approved, the amount of compensation that was 
approved? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, while the government is not legally bound to pay 
compensation for losses suffered as a result of international meetings 
held in Canada, commercial businesses, non-profit organizations and 
individuals can be and have been compensated for loss of net profits, 
loss of net revenues and/or extraordinary Costs stemming from the 
implementation of extraordinary security measures during the course 
of these meetings. The assessment of the claims is an independent 
process and made in close cooperation with Audit Services Canada, 
a special operation agency reporting to Public Works and 
Government Services Canada. 


The guidelines used for the G20 Toronto summit have been in 
place since 2001, and are the same as those applied successfully at 
previous summits, including the Summit of the Americas, 2001; the 
G8 in Kananaskis, 2002; and the Sommet de la Francophonie in 
Québec City, 2008. 
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In response to (a), to date 196 G20 claims have been assessed as 
eligible under the guidelines for payments on an ex gratia basis. Of 
those claims, 149 claims have been paid. 


In response to (b), 47 eligible claims have not yet been paid to 
claimants. 


In response to (c), the Department of Foreign Affairs has 
processed all payments to eligible businesses that have signed the 
waiver they received. Of the claims that have not yet been paid, all 
that is outstanding are signed waivers. As soon as these are received, 
payments will be processed. 


In response to (d), to date 166 G20 claims have been assessed as 
ineligible under the guidelines for payments on an ex gratia basis. 


In response to (e), it is important to note that under section 8(g) of 
the guidelines, claimants have the onus to demonstrate that they 
qualify as eligible. The guidelines, frequently asked questions and 
claim form have been available on the DFAIT website, and a toll-free 
line was activated by the summits management office. Clauses 8 and 
9 in the guidelines provide explanation for the ineligibility of claims. 
The website is http://www.canadainternational.gc.ca/g20/exgratia- 
guidelines-titregracieux.aspx?lang=eng&view=d. 


In response to (f), the total value of the 367 claims submitted for 
the G20 is $11,093,518.20. The total value of the amounts assessed 
for payment by Audit Services Canada is $1,932,052 


Question No. 66—Hon. Bob Rae: 


With regard to the Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade’s 
(DFAIT) recent announcement of an engagement strategy with Africa, as outlined in 
the department’s Report on Plans and Priorities: (a) what briefing notes has DFAIT 
received or produced regarding its proposed engagement with Africa; (b) what 
scenarios has DFAIT prepared for a Canadian role in the African continent; (c) which 
African countries are included in the proposed engagement strategy; (d) what is the 
projected cost of this engagement strategy with Africa; and (e) what is the timeline of 
DFAIT’s engagement strategy with Africa? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in response to (a), the Department of Foreign Affairs and 
International Trade regularly receives and produces briefing notes on 
a variety of topics related to Canada’s international relations. Three 
briefings notes were prepared in relation to engagement in sub- 
Saharan Africa. 


In response to (b), DFAIT continually reviews policy options in all 
aspects of Canada’s international relations, and its work in all 
regions. The Report on Plans and Priorities represents ongoing work 
in the Department, and while the 2011-2012 document notes that an 
“engagement strategy with Africa will be developed”, it is not in 
itself an announcement of a new strategy. 


In response to (c), DFAIT continues to work with all countries in 
sub-Saharan Africa. 


In response to (d), any engagement strategy will be realized within 
existing resources. 


In response to (e), over the past two years, the department has 
continued to review its work in sub-Saharan Africa in light of the 
continent’s economic and political transformation, characterized by 
improvements in governance and democracy and economic growth. 


Question No. 68—Mr. Sean Casey: 


With respect to the lump sum disability awards under the New Veterans Charter: 
(a) how many eligible recipients received the maximum amount; (b) what is the 
percentage of eligible recipients who received less than $50,000; (c) what is the 
percentage of eligible recipients who received between $50,000 and $99,000; (d) 
what is the percentage of eligible recipients who received between $100,000 and 
$149,999; (e) what is the percentage of eligible recipients who received between 
$150,000 and $199,999; and (f) what is the percentage of eligible recipients who 
received between $200,000 and $249,999? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, in response to (a), 245 recipients have received the 
maximum disability award amount. 


In response to (b), 72% of eligible disability award recipients 
received less than $50,000. 


In response to (c), 19% of eligible disability award recipients 
received between $50,000 and $99,999. 


In response to (d), 6% of eligible disability award recipients 
received between $100,000 and $149,999. 


In response to (e), 2% of eligible disability award recipients 
received between $150,000 and $199,999. 


In response to (f), fewer than 1% of eligible disability award 
recipients received between $200,000 and $249,999. 


Question No. 71—Hon. Mauril Bélanger: 


With regard to the corporate asset review announced in the 2008 Economic and 
Fiscal Statement: (a) how many assets have been reviewed; (b) which assets were 
reviewed; and (c) were assets sold and, if so, (i) how many, (ii) what were they, (iii) 
what were the purchase prices, (iv) who were the buyers? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to (a) and (b), page 
209 of budget 2009, found at at www.budget.gc.ca/2009/pdf/budget- 
planbugetaire-eng.pdf, announced the launch of the corporate asset 
management review would begin with the portfolios of the Minister 
of Finance, the Minister of Indian and Northern Affairs, the Minister 
of Natural Resources and the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure 
and Communities. 


In response to (c), no assets have been sold as part of the corporate 
asset management review to date. As stated in budget 2009, the 
government will take a considered approach to the sale of any asset, 
including taking into account the condition of markets, to ensure that 
fair value can be realized by taxpayers and the transaction will 
generate additional economic activity. Assets will not be sold if such 
sales do not meet these tests. 


Question No. 73—Hon. Scott Brison: 


With regard to the Department of Natural Resources, are there any unlicensed low 
level radioactive waste storage sites in Canada and, if so, where are they located? 


September 19, 2011 COMMONS DEBATES 1163 
ee eu OD 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr 
Speaker, on behalf of Natural Resources Canada , NRCan, the low- 
level radioactive waste management office, LLRWMO, manages six 
unlicensed low-level radioactive waste interim storage sites: the 
Passmore Avenue mound in Scarborough, Ontario; three small 
unlicensed consolidation sites in Port Hope, Ontario; the Beacon Hill 
landfill mound in Fort McMurray, Ontario; and the Fort Smith 
landfill cell in Fort Smith, Northwest Territories. 


These storage sites contain historic low-level radioactive waste 
for which NRCan has accepted responsibility. These are not licensed 
due to the fact that the activity concentration is below the 
unconditional clearance level as per Schedule II of the Nuclear 
Substance and Radiation Devices Regulations of the Nuclear Safety 
and Control Act. The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 
continues to oversee the management of these sites by the 
LLRWMO. 


Question No. 76—Hon. Mauril Bélanger: 


With respect to proficiency in the second official language: (a) what is the 
language proficiency level of each of the chief executives of federal institutions; and 
(5) when did each chief executive obtain this level? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Privy Council Office 
responds that the second official language proficiencies of deputy 
ministers, chief executive officers of crown corporations and heads 
of agencies are not monitored, as there is no statutory requirement to 
establish a proficiency level for these individuals who are appointed 
at the discretion of the governor in council. 


However, all governor in council appointees have an obligation to 
support and promote the objectives of the Official Languages Act by 
personally promoting the use of both official languages in their 
institutions. This is a term and condition of employment. 
Additionally, deputy ministers or others appointed by the governor 
in council from the executive group, EX, of the public service were 
required to meet a linguistic profile of CBC/CBC according to the 
Treasury Board policy concerning the language requirements for 
members of the executive group, established in 2003. 


The language proficiency of an individual constitutes personal 
information, and is protected in accordance with the principles of the 
Access to Information Act. 


Question No. 77—Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at the Privy Council Office: (a) what 
measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) how many full-time 
and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many full-time or part-time 
employees were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time employees were 
hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over the next five years? 


Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. Speaker, for the period 
of April 1, 2010 to July 4, 2011, the Privy Council Office, PCO, 
responds with regard to (a) that normal attrition provided the Privy 
Council Office with the flexibility to manage budget reduction 
during the last fiscal year. 


In response to (b), 430 full-time and part-time employees were 
lost to attrition. 
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In response to (c), no full-time or part-time employees were laid- 
off. 


In response to (d), 487 full-time and part-time employees were 
hired. 


In response to (e), the indeterminate departure rate for 2010-11 
was 16.3%, which is consistent with the previous year’s indetermi- 
nate departure rate of 16.5%. The Privy Council Offices does not 
formulate projected attrition rates. 


Question No. 80—Hon. Hedy Fry: 


With regard to Health Canada’s wait times strategy: (a) what are the most recent 
wait times as reported by each province in each of the five key areas of the 
government’s wait times strategy (cancer, heart, diagnostic imaging, joint replace- 
ment and sight restoration); and (b) what was the amount of money earmarked for 
wait time reduction disbursed by the government to each province in each year of the 
government’s wait times strategy? 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of the Canadian Northern 
Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
Canadian Institute for Health Information,CIHI, has been reporting 
on progress on wait times across jurisdictions. Its most recent edition 
of the “Wait Times Tables—A Comparison by Provinces, 2011”, 
released on March 21, 2011, provides a summary of provincial wait 
times data, primarily comprised of retrospective administrative data, 
in the five priority areas as of September 2010. This report provides 
the most comparable available information on wait times for a 
common point in time for all provinces. The report is available on 
the CIHI website, https://secure.cihi.ca/estore/productFamily.htm? 
locale=en&pf=PFC1599. 


In terms of funding transferred to provincial and territorial 
governments, the federal government provided $5.5 billion in wait 
times commitments. This included a wait times reduction trust 
totalling $4.25 billion for the period of 2004-05 through 2008-09, 
followed by a $250 million annual wait times reduction transfer, 
from 2009-10 through 2013-14. To provide the public with greater 
certainty on timely access, budget 2007 announced additional 
funding of more than $1 billion over three years to support the 
development of patient wait times guarantees, including a $612 
million trust; a $400 million enhancement to Canada health infoway 
funding; and a $30 million patient wait times guarantee pilot project 
fund. These targeted investments were intended to help the provinces 
and territories test and implement patient wait times guarantees. 
Further information on the allocation of federal funding for wait 
times by jurisdiction is available through the Department of 
Finance’s website, http://www. fin.gc.ca/fedprov/typhe_-eng.asp and 
http://www.fin.gc.ca/fedprov/mtp-eng.asp. . 
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With regard to the Department of Natural Resources, for every year since 2006, 
how many people have been employed by the Port Hope Area Initiative Management 
Office? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Port Hope area initiative management 
office has employed the following number of staff for each year 
since it was created in 2008-09: 2008/2009 — 5; 2009/2010 — 22; 
2010/2011 — 36. 


Question No. 86—Mr. Justin Trudeau: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at Public Safety Canada: (a) what 
measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) how many full-time 
and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many full-time or part-time 
employees were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time employees were 
hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over the next five years? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in response to (a),the 2010 budget operating freeze called 
for general containment of expenditures through key restricting 
measures. 


One of the key measures impacting Public Safety Canada, PS, is 
the one calling for increases in wages and salaries resulting from 
collective agreements negotiated in the period from the 2010-11 to 
2012-13 fiscal years, to be funded within the PS’ existing 
appropriations. As such, no additional funding was provided in 
2010-11 to fund the 1.5 per cent increase in annual wages for the 
federal public administration, and PS is required to reallocate from 
its existing operating budget to fund these increases. Based on PS’ 
existing workforce for 2010-11, this measure translates into an 
increase in our salary expenditures of $845,000, including 17 per 
cent employee benefits plans, which PS is required to absorb. PS will 
also be required to fund the cost of economic increases resulting 
from collective agreements negotiated in 2011-12 and 2012-13 
through reallocations from its existing reference levels. 


PS has put in place rigorous financial planning and reporting 
practices that better support timely and informed decisions on the 
allocation of resources to ensure the efficient and effective manage- 
ment of objectives and priorities. This process has enabled PS to 
closely monitor the financial situation in 2010-11 and to exercise 
informed decisions in the reallocation of any departmental flexibility 
to support operating requirements. This has in turn provided the 
necessary latitude to realign resources to meet priorities and manage 
the added cost of negotiated economic increases within PS’ 
operating budget. 


Through its integrated business and human resources plan, PS has 
been successful in articulating a strategic approach in support of an 
effective deployment of its resources to. support the achievement of 
priorities and key initiatives. This tool will prove instrumental in 
guiding the department through its management of expenditure 
containment measures over the next two fiscal years. 


PS has also successfully managed to maintain its use of overtime 
over the past three years and is currently in the process of evaluating 
additional control measures to better support the impact of future 
years’ unfunded wage increases. 
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In budget 2009, the government announced that spending on 
travel, hospitality and conferences would be capped at 2008-09 
levels for 2009-10 and 2010-11. Budget 2010 reaffirmed the 
commitment to maintain the cap on spending at the 2008-09 levels 
of departmental spending in these areas. Through prudent manage- 
ment, PS has successfully reduced its spending on travel, hospitality 
and conferences over the last two fiscal years. This has resulted in 
savings of more than $1 million in 2009-10 and further savings of 
approximately $210,000 in 2010-11. 


The Government of Canada introduced a new expenditure 
management system in 2007 as part of an on-going commitment 
to better manage government spending. A key pillar of this system is 
the ongoing assessment of all direct program spending, or strategic 
reviews. Budget 2010 held this commitment with the intent to 
maximize savings in future strategic reviews. PS’ contribution in 
respect of the 2009 round of strategic reviews resulted in total 
savings of $7.3 million to its 2010-11 reference levels; $1.1 million 
of which is in operating expenditures. In this respect, PS will achieve 
more sizeable savings in 2011-12 of $13.4 million to its reference 
levels, $3.1 million of which are in operating expenditures. 


In response to (b), PS’ departure rate for 2010-11 was 14.1 per 
cent, an improvement from last fiscal year’s 16.6 per cent. For the 
2010-11 fiscal year, figures compiled on the nature of terminations 
show that of the 157 terminations that occurred during this period, 
119 employees or over 75 per cent of the departures are attributed to 
employees that have transferred out of PS to other federal 
government organisations, with the remaining portion mostly being 
distributed between retirements, 17 employees or over 10 per cent; 
and end of specified period,8 term employees or 5 per cent. 


In response to (c), no full-time or part-time employees were laid 
off in 2010-11 as a result of the impacts of the 2010 operating budget 
freeze measures. 


In response to (d), during 2010-11, 117 full-time employees and 
three part-time employees were hired. 


In response to (e), the projected departures rates for the next five 
years can only be estimated based on past trends of departures. On 
the basis of the calculated yearly average rate of departures over the 
three fiscal years, including PS’ estimated rate for this year, the 
average departure rate for PS is estimated to be around 15 per cent 
over the next five fiscal years. Based on the same methodology of 
calculation, 81 per cent of the departure rate is forecasted to be 
attributable to employees transferring out of PS, while 11 per cent 
will likely be linked to retirements. The future years’ impact of the 
2010 budget operating freeze has not been factored in this 
extrapolation and could impact the future years’ forecasted departure 
rate. 


Question No. 87—Mr. Justin Trudeau: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at the Canadian International 
Development Agency: (a) what measures were taken to limit spending in the last 
fiscal year; (b) how many full-time and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) 
how many full-time or part-time employees were laid-off; (4) how many full-time 
and part-time employees were hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over 
the next five years? 
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Hon. Bev Oda (Minister of International Cooperation, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to (a), budget 2010 announced 
a number of cost containment measures to reduce the rate of growth 
in Operating expenditures in 2010-11 and the following two years. In 
2010-11, CIDA had to absorb the wage and salary increase resulting 
from signed collective agreements, $1 ,/69K. For the next two years, 
the agency’s operating budget is frozen at the 2010-11 levels. As part 
of Canada’s new agenda for aid effectiveness, CIDA has already 
committed to focus its programming to improve efficiencies in 
program delivery and operations, while maintaining high level of 
stewardship and due diligence. In order to improve efficiencies, 
program business processes are being redesigned to be more 
streamlined and to enable more effective program delivery. The 
implementation of CIDA’s integrated business planning provides a 
foundation for more effectiveness and efficient use of resources 
going forward. 


In response to (b, during fiscal year 2010-11, 169 full-time 
employees and 4 part-time employees have left CIDA. The 
departures include the number of deaths, resignations, retirements 
and transfers out. 


In response to (c), in fiscal year 2010-11, zero full-time or part- 
time employees were laid off. 


In response to (d), in fiscal year 2010-11, 126 full-time and 2 part- 
time indeterminate employees were hired. 


In response to (e), as of March 31, 2011, 172 employees were 
eligible to retire. By the end of 2016, 280 additional indeterminate 
employees will be eligible to retire. Overall, 452 indeterminate 
employees, excluding secondments and students, will be eligible to 
retire by 2016. 


Question No. 88—Mr. Justin Trudeau: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at the Department of Indian and 
Northern Affairs: (a) what measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal 
year; (b) how many full-time and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how 
many full-time or part-time employees were laid-off: (d) how many full-time and 
part-time employees were hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over the 
next five years? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to (a), 
budget 2010 announced two significant actions to reduce growth in 
the operating expenditures. 


First, federal organizations are expected to absorb all salary 
increases beginning in 2010-11 until the end of 2012-13. 


Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada, AANDC, 
is successfully absorbing salary increases negotiated in collective 
agreements and additional personnel costs. The absorption of costs is 
done through robust monitoring of staffing processes and minimal 
transfer of operating dollars to cover some salary costs. 


Second, operating budgets will be frozen at 2010-11 levels for the 
following two fiscal years, 2011-20 and 2012-13. It should be noted 
the freeze applies to operating budgets only. Operating budgets 
include departmental personnel costs, such as wages and salaries, as 
well as a range of other operating costs, including professional 
Services contracts, transportation, communications, leases, utilities, 
materials and supplies. 
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Certain adjustments have been made to operating budgets to allow 
for increases, for example, i, economic action plan spending; ii, the 
budget 2010 measures not included in the main estimates 2010-1 ds 
lil, any new policy initiatives approved by cabinet; iv, non- 
discretionary labour costs, such as parental benefits or severance pay. 


The 2010-11 Main estimates did increase for the department due 
primarily to points i, ii and iii above. 


AANDC is vigilant in managing its operating budget. Senior 
management continues to review and monitor spending levels on a 
monthly basis. The department continues to operate within its travel, 
hospitality and conferences cap announced in budget 2009 and 
encourages the use of tele and video conferencing to generate 
savings in travel. AANDC continues to see a downward trend in 
public servant travel, hospitality and conferences. Reducing certain 
types of expenditures is allowing the increased salary costs to be 
covered. 


When required to do so, senior management continues to manage 
adjustments in operations and reallocates resources where needed. 


For 2011-12 and 2012-13, AANDC will continue providing 
programs and services as planned while prudently and efficiently 
managing within its available resources. 


In response to (b), during fiscal year 2010-11, April 1, 2010 to 
March 31, 2011, a total of 436 employees were lost to attrition. This 
includes 427 full-time and 9 part-time employees. 


In response to (c), during fiscal year 2010-11, April 1, 2010 to 
March 31, 2011, a total of 16 full-time employees were laid off. 


In response to (d), during fiscal year 2010-11, April 1, 2010 to 
March 31, 2011, a total of 442 employees were hired. This includes : 
438 full-time and 4 part-time employees. 


In response to (e), the department does not have a system in place 
to project attrition rates. However the average attrition rate over the 
last three fiscal years is 10.21% (12.55% in FY 2008-09, 9.36% FY 
2009-10, 8.72% FY 2010-11). Therefore, we can expect that the 
attrition rate will continue to trend downwards, but not significantly. 
AANDC estimates that over the next five years, 991 employees will 
come eligible for retirement. Among workers hired under the Public 
Service Employment Act, approximately 56% do retire within one 
year of becoming eligible or choose to retire before eligibility. 
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Attrition rates include departure rates of indeterminate employees, 
for example, retirement, transfers out, termination, resignation, 
discharge, death, lay off. 


Question No. 89—Mr. Ted Hsu: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at Industry Canada: (a) what measures 
were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) how many full-time and part- 
time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many full-time or part-time employees 
were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time employees were hired; and (e) 
what is the projected attrition rate over the next five years? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to (a), 
Industry Canada is committed to making appropriate spending 
choices in order to remain within the departmental budget voted by 
Parliament. 


To achieve this objective, current and planned spending was 
monitored closely. Forecasts were completed and approved by senior 
management on a monthly basis and staffing plans were rigorously 
reviewed to ensure affordability and sustainability. Major project 
spending decisions are approved through an internal governance 
process. 


These measures will continue in future years in order to maintain 
operations within parliamentary appropriations provided to Industry 
Canada. 


In response to (b), in fiscal year 2010-11, 476 full-time and 12 
part-time permanent employees left the department. 


In response to (c), no full-time or part-time employees were laid 
off as a result of budget 2010 cost containment measures. 


In response to (d), in fiscal year 2010-11, 374 full-time and 4 
part-time employees were hired. 


In response to (e), as Industry Canada’s attrition rate varies based 
on multiple factors that are determined on an annual basis, the 
department does not prepare a five year projection. 


Question No. 90—Mr. Ted Hsu: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at Natural Resources Canada: (a) what 
measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) how many full-time 
and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many full-time or part-time 
employees were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time employees were 
hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over the next five years? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, 
CPC): Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to (a), (b), and (c), Natural 
Resources Canada, NRCan, is fully compliant with the operational 
budget freeze announced in budget 2010. The measures in the 
operational budget freeze require NRCan to absorb the collective 
bargaining increases related to 2010-11, 2011-12, and 2012-13. In 
addition, as per budget 2009, NRCan is subject to the cap for travel, 
hospitality and conference fees based upon 2009-10 expenditures. In 
2010-11, NRCan spent 19% less on travel, hospitality and 
conference fees compared to 2009-10 expenditures. From April 1, 
2010 to March 31, 2011, a total of 361 NRCan employee departures 
resulted from attrition. These fiscal restraint measures are being 
managed without any impact on NRCan employees. 
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In response to (d), the number of full-time and part-time 
indeterminate employees hired at NRCan from April 1, 2010, to 
March 31, 2011, is as follows: full-time indeterminate employees 
hired, 299; part-time indeterminate employees hired, 5. 


In response to (e), the total of indeterminate employees eligible for 
retirement over the next five years is 1,233. 


Question No. 92—Mr. Ted Hsu: 


With regard to the Department of Natural Resources and Atomic Energy of 
Canada Limited, for every year since 2006, how many full-time staff have been 
employed by the Low Level Radioactive Waste Management Office? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the low-level radioactive waste management office, 
LLRWMO, employed the following number of full-time staff for 
each year since 2006: in 2006-2007, 30; in 2007-2008, 27; in 2008- 
2009, 26; in 2009-2010, 12; in 2010-2011, 11. 


In 2009-2010, the responsibility to deliver the Port Hope area 
initiative was formally transferred from the LLRWMO to the Port 
Hope area initiative management office, which resulted in employee 
transfers, as evident in the decrease in the last two years. 


Question No. 93—Hon. Lawrence MacAulay: 


With regard to Service Canada’s job cuts in rural areas: (a) is Service Canada 
planning to reverse its decision to eliminate jobs in the riding of Cardigan; (b) what 
are Service Canada’s reasons for cutting jobs in rural areas and moving them to larger 
centers; (c) how many jobs will be cut permanently, both in the Cardigan riding and 
nation-wide; and (d) what are the projected overall long-term effects on rural 
populations with regard to access to government services? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC):. Mr. Speaker, in response to (a), Service 
Canada is committed to serving Canadians efficiently and effectively 
in these challenging economic times. Like any well-managed 
organization, Service Canada must ensure its workforce is based 
on changing operational requirements over the course of the year. 


In response to (b), Service Canada strives to make it easier for 
Canadians to get the information and services they need from 
government, when and as they want it. Increasingly, this means that 
government needs to provide 24-hour online easy-to-use self- 
service. Canadians also want efficient government that provides 
them with good value for their hard-earned tax dollars. 
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Service Canada's employment insurance service delivery model 
has a new vision—one workload, one process, one workforce— 
supported by a national workload strategy. Essentially, this means 
work can be moved quickly and effectively to the next available 
agent in one of our processing sites across Canada, as opposed to 
local availability. 


Over the next three years, Service Canada will continue to 
modernize the delivery of employment insurance by expanding the 
automation of EI claims. By leveraging technology, Service Canada 
will have the capacity needed to address fluctuating workloads and 
improve efficiencies, all while creating a greater capacity to meet 
clients’ demand for online self-service. 


In response to (c), as a result of efficiencies arising from 
modernization and consolidation, there will be an impact on the 
number of staff needed and where they are located. Human resource 
reductions as a result of this phase of modernization will be managed 
with the help of attrition, reassignment and training. 


There are approximately 600 positions that will be affected 
nationally by these changes over the next three years. Our goal is to 
ensure employment continuity of indeterminate staff. A workforce 
management strategy has been developed to help manage staffing 
through attrition, reassignment and training. 


Vacancy management committees have been set up in every 
region and branch with the goal of ensuring that all internal affected 
employees are considered for other available positions. Throughout 
the process, we are committed to ongoing communication with 
unions about consolidation and will be using the established 
consultation committees as a means of ensuring dialogue. 


In response to (d), the government has committed to delivering 
service to Canadians in a way that is modern, efficient and focused. 
These modernization efforts will provide Canadians, including those 
in rural communities, with greater access to an increased range of 
information and services. These changes will result in efficient 
service for Canadians, including serving 95% of citizens within 50 
km of where they live; choice of channels for delivery, including 
servicecanada.gc.ca, 1 800 O-Canada, in-person SC centre, or 
outreach location; and focus on first-point-of-contact resolution and 
_ proactive service offers tailored to client needs, called “bundling”. 


The end goal is consistent with our mission to provide secure, 
knowledgeable, seamless and personalized service to Canadians. 


Question No. 97—Hon. Wayne Easter : 


With regard to the government's response to Q-795 (40th Parliament, Third 
Session), particularly the Minister of Natural Resouces’ statement in the answer to 
part (c) that no construction has begun on the Port Hope Area Initiative, why have 19 
claims for over $800,000 been paid out for this initiative? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): = Mr. 
Speaker, as of December 2010, the 19 claims listed in the 
government’s response to Q-795 had been paid out under the 
property value protection,PVP, program. The PVP program 
compensates property owners in the municipalities for those losses 
related primarily to a diminution in property value, in accordance 
with the authorities granted for the Port Hope area initiative by the 
Treasury Board of Canada. Each of the 19 claims was submitted in 
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accordance with the PVP guidelines and assessed individually based 
on merit. 


Despite the fact that the implementation phase of the initiative has 
not yet begun, some property owners have realized losses on the 
value of their properties. In most cases, these losses are attributed to 
the proximity of the properties to the proposed waste management 
facilities and the uncertainty of buyers about the potential effects of 
the proposed facility on the property that is being sold. Thus, the 
prospect of the development of a radioactive waste management 
facility in the vicinity of these properties has led to a diminution in 


property value. 


Question No. 99—Hon. Geoff Regan: 


With regard to the firearms training program for Canada Border Services Agency 
officers: (a) how many training facilities are there; (6) where are these facilities 
located; (c) is accommodation for trainees and trainers located on site or provided 
through commercial sources; and (d) what is the duration of the program for the 
trainees? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in response to (a), there are currently three dedicated 
training facilities for the CBSA duty firearm course, as well as 
modular firing ranges in Ottawa, Ontario, and Chilliwack, British 
Columbia, and 72 private and public ranges across Canada that the 
CBSA can lease for arming practice and recertification activities. 


In response to (b), the training facilities are located in Chilliwack, 
British Columbia; Ottawa, Ontario; and Summerside, Prince Edward 
Island. 


In response to (c), the training facilities in Chilliwack and 
Summerside have accommodations on site. The training facility in 
Ottawa does not have accommodations on site, so employees stay at 
a local hotel in close proximity to the training facilities. Trainers who 
are engaged locally do not require accommodations. 


In response to (d), the duration of the duty firearm course for 
employees is 15 days. 


Question No. 101—Hon. Geoff Regan: 


With regard to the Air Travellers Security Charge in 2010: (a) how much money 
was collected and where was this money spent, in both real and accrual sums: and (b) 
does the government have any information concerning how this fee compares to 
airport security charges in other countries and, if so, what are the details of this 
information? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the air travellers security charge, 
ATSC, came into effect in 2002 to help fund the air travel security 
system, including the Canadian Air Transport Security Authority, 
CATSA), the federal authority responsible for the security screening 
of air passengers and their baggage. 
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In addition to CATSA, the air travel security system includes 
Transport Canada regulations and oversight and Royal Canadian 
Mounted Police officers on selected domestic and international 
flights. In response to (a), as stated in the 2010 Public Accounts of 
Canada, the ATSC accounted for approximately $375 million in 
accrual figures in 2009-2010. For more information, please visit 
www.tpsgc-pwegsc.gc.ca/recgen/txt/72-eng.html. As per the financial 
statements in its 2010 annual report, CATSA had operating 
expenditures of approximately $577 million in accrual figures in 
2009-2010. For more information, please visit www.catsa.gc.ca/File/ 
Library/87/English/AnnualReport2010.pdf, Figures are available on 
an accrual basis. 


In response to (b), numerous countries levy charges on passenger 
tickets to recover the cost of screening, but it is difficult to make 
international comparisons. In Canada, the ATSC helps fund the 
enhanced air travel security system and is payable by air travellers 
who principally and directly benefit from that system. Other 
countries may use different approaches to fund their air travel 
security. The U.S., for instance, employs different sets of fees and 
taxes, including passenger security fees and air carrier fees, to help 
pay for aviation security enhancements. 


Question No. 102—Hon. Gerry Byrne: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency: (a) what measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) 
how many full-time and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many 
full-time or part-time employees were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time 
employees were hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over the next five 
years? 


Hon. Bernard Valcourt (Minister of State (Atlantic Canada 
Opportunities Agency) (La Francophonie), CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
insofar as the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency, ACOA, is 
concerned, with regard to the operating budget freeze, in response to 
(a), the agency is continually monitoring ways to increase 
efficiencies. Initiatives are being undertaken to streamline internal 
operations while maintaining service to clients and appropriate 
stewardship of government resources. The agency anticipates no 
difficulties in achieving the savings required. 


In response to (b), no full-time or part-time employees were lost to 
attrition; in response to (c), (c) no full-time or part-time employees 
were laid off; in response to (d), 59 employees were hired, of which 
43 were indeterminate and 16 were specified period appointments, 
all full-time; and in response to (e), as of June 21, 2011, 41 
employees were eligible for retirement, 10 will be eligible between 
July and December 2011, 18 in 2012, 22 in 2013, 24 in 2014 and 19 
in 2015. 


In addition, over the past five years an average of 29 employees 
have left the agency each year for reasons other than retirement, and 
it is anticipated that this trend will continue to some extent over the 
next five years. 


Question No. 103—Mr. Frank Valeriote: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada: 
(a) what measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) how many 
full-time and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many full-time or 
part-time employees were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time employees 
were hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over the next five years? 
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Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
in response to (a), Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, AAFC, 
closely monitored all operating expenses and reported on them 
monthly to the senior management of the department. 


Budget 2010 announced two significant actions to reduce the rate 
of growth in operating expenditures. First, any salary and wage 
increases set in the Expenditure Restraint Act and in collective 
agreements for fiscal year 2010-11 until the end of fiscal year 2012- 
13 are to be absorbed by organizations. No moneys were provided to 
AAFC to fund the 1.5 %, increase in annual wages for the federal 
public administration. AAFC is required to reallocate the resources 
from its operating budgets to fund these increases. Funding that was 
already provided in the department’s reference levels for these 
increases was returned to Treasury Board Secretariat through 
supplementary estimates. 


The department has a staffing realignment board that reviews and 
approves all external staffing requests to ensure that people are 
matched to priorities within available financial resources. Salaries 
are monitored monthly by each branch against established maximum 
salary budgets. 


Second, operating budgets for fiscal year 2011-12 have been 
frozen at the 2010-11 levels. A subsequent freeze of operating 
budgets at those same levels is anticipated for fiscal year 2012-13. 


To this end, additional measures were instituted that focused on 
travel, hospitality and conferences. Employees have been advised of 
best practices related to travel in an effort to reduce the associated 
costs, e.g., encouraging the use of video conferencing, using the 
online booking tool, booking travel well in advance to take 
advantage of reduced rate tickets. 


In response to (b), 483 indeterminate employees, 462 full-time 
and 21 part-time, were lost to attrition at AAFC during the 2010- 
2011 fiscal year. 


In response to (c), no employees were laid off at AAFC during the 
2010-11 fiscal year. 


In response to (d), 467 indeterminate employees (465 full-time 
and 2 part-time) were hired at AAFC during the 2010-11 fiscal year. 


In response to (e), fiscal restraint and reduced hiring across the 
public service is expected to reduce the number of departures to 
other government departments. AAFC does not forecast attrition 
more than two years into the future because there are a number of 
unknown factors that make such forecasts unreliable. 
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At present, the expected attrition rate is forecast to be 450 in 2011- 
12, 7.2% of total employees, in the current fiscal year; 430 in 2012- 
2013, 6.9% of total employees; and 445 in 2013-14, 7.1% of total 
employees. 


Attrition is defined as the departure of employees due to 
retirementsor resignations, transfers to other government depart- 
ments and departures for other reasons. 


Question No. 104—Mr. Frank Valeriote: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at NAV CANADA: (a) what measures 
were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (6) how many full-time and part- 
time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many full-time or part-time employees 
were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time employees were hired; and (e) 
what is the projected attrition rate over the next five years? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC) Mr 
Speaker, NAV Canada is the private sector, non-share capital 
corporation that owns and operates Canada’s civil air navigation 
service, ANS. Transport Canada has no responsibility with respect to 
business decisions that the company makes with respect to budget 
and/or staffing issues. 


Question No. 106—Hon. Gerry Byrne: 


With respect to the National Highway System (NHS), for core routes, feeder 
routes and remote northern routes: (a) what is the process for suggesting the addition 
of a new route to the Council of Ministers of Transportation and Highway Safety; 
and (b) how many provinces and territories must support the addition of a new route 
for it to be included in the NHS? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in response to (a), any new route additions or other major 
changes to the NHS, including deletion from or movement within 
the three categories comprising core, feeder, and northern and remote 
routes, could be proposed by any jurisdiction including the federal 
government. In order to evaluate these proposals, jurisdictions are 
required to provide supporting information and the data as per 
established criteria and thresholds. The NHS task force then provides 
its recommendation to the council of ministers. 


In addition, in 2007 ministers also agreed that a full review of the 
NHS be undertaken every five years to maintain its relevance due to 
changing economic, social and demographic conditions. Starting in 
2009, the NHS review task force engaged in a thorough review of 
the NHS for 2010. However, the 2010 review has yet to be brought 
to closure as additional work is required prior to recommendations 
being tabled with the council of ministers. 


In response to (b), all changes to the NHS must be unanimously 
approved by all members of the council of ministers responsible for 
transportation and highway safety. 


Question No. 108—Hon. Denis Coderre: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at the Department of Finance: (a) what 
measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) how many full-time 
and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many full-time or part-time 
employees were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time employees were 
hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over the next five years? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in response to (a), to ensure 
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maximum efficiency for taxpayers’ dollars in the fiscal year 2010- 
11, as part of the government’s commitment outlined on page 161 of 
budget 2010, found at www.budget. gc.ca/2010/pdf/budget-planbud- 
getaire-eng.pdf, salary costs were reduced due to the time it takes to 
re-staff positions after staff departure, and measures were also put in 
place to reduce goods and services costs in areas such as travel. For 
2011-12 and 2012-13, the department will continue these measures 
and seek additional opportunities for efficiencies in departmental 
operations. 


In response to (b), attrition is defined as the number of employee 
departures. For the period April 1, 2010, to March 31, 2011, 255 
employees left the department, 215 full-time employees and 40 part- 
time employees. These employees include indeterminates, terms, 
seconded in, part-time workers, casuals and students. The required 
salary savings resulted from the period the positions were vacant 
before being restaffed. 


In response to (c), between April 1, 2010, and March 31 , 2011, the 
Department of Finance did not lay off any full-time or part-time 
employees. 


In response to (d), the department hired 225 employees between 
April 1, 2010, and March 31, 2011, including 185 full-time 
employees and 40 part-time employees. These employees include 
indeterminates, terms, seconded in, part-time workers, casuals and 
students. The 2011-12 main estimates reflected a reduction in the 
operating budget of the department due to a number of initiatives 
other than the budget 2010 commitments. The departure and hiring 
numbers were impacted by all of these items. 


In response to (e), the percentage of indeterminate employees who 
have left the department in the last 5 years was 17.5%. These data 
are updated quarterly andare used for internal business planning. 


Question No. 109—Hon. Denis Coderre: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at Environment Canada: (a) what 
measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) how many full-time 
and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many full-time or part-time 
employees were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time employees were 
hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over the next five years? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, with regard to the operating budget freeze at Environment 
Canada, in response to (a), the key driver of the cost containment 
measures is the operating budget freeze that was articulated in the 
2010 federal budget tabled in the House of Commons on March 4, 
2010. 
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Two significant actions were announced in the budget to reduce 
growth in operating expenditures: operating budgets will be capped 
at the 2010-11 levels for the two fiscal years, 2011-12 and 2012-13; 
any wage and salary increases set in the Expenditure Restraint Act 
and in collective agreements applying from the beginning of 2010- 
11 and until the end of 2012 13 are to be absorbed by organizations. 


These measures apply to all federal organizations appropriated by 
Parliament including departments, agencies and crown corporations. 


The following items are excluded from the freeze: economic 
action plan spending which ends in March 2011; budget 2010 


measures not included in the main estimates 2010-11; new policy : 


initiatives approved by cabinet; non-discretionary labour costs, such 
as parental benefits or severance pay. 


There was no government-wide freeze on hiring. 


Within this context, Environment Canada has taken the following 
measures to limit spending for the 2010-2011 fiscal year. 


Impact of budget 2010 measures for 2010-11 fiscal year have been 
included in 2010-11 supplementary estimates (A or B). There are no 
budget 2010 measures in supplementary estimates (C); budget 2010 
measures for 2011-12 have been included in the 2011-12 main 
estimates. Travel, conferences and hospitality are within 2008-09 
levels as directed by budget 2009 and are monitored by monthly 
reports. Efficiencies in the procurement process have been 
implemented. Human resources allocation has been re-evaluated 
and optimized. 


In response to (b), the transactional data available in Environment 
Canada’s human resources management system,HRMS, does not 
provide information on whether any employees separated from the 
department as a result of the operating budget freeze. In the course of 
normal operations, however, during fiscal year 2010-11, 582 full- 
time employees’ and 1127 part-time employees left Environment 
Canada. | 


In response to (c), from April 1, 2010, to March 31, 2011, one 
full-time employee was laid off at Environment Canada. No part- 
time employees were laid off. The one layoff was a result of a lack of 
work due to the sudden ending of a research project, but it was not as 
a result of the operating budget freeze. 


In response to (d), from April 1, 2011, to March 31, 2011, 
Environment Canada hired 432 full-time employees and 1,031 part- 
time employees in the course of normal operations. 


In response to (e), in the next five years, it is estimated that 
Environment Canada will lose between 550 and 600 full-time 
employees each year to attrition for various separation reasons in the 
course of normal operations. No projections are available for the 
attrition of part-time employees due to the transitory nature of the 
types of work involved. 


[English] 


STARRED QUESTIONS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 


ask that the government's response to Starred Question No. 15 be 
printed in Hansard as if read. 


[ Text] 
*Question No. 15—Ms. Elizabeth May: 


With regard to the Montreal Port Authority: (a) was the Prime Minister's 
Spokesperson, Dimitri Soudas, involved in any way in the appointment of the 
Montreal Port Authority's Chief Executive Officer; and (b) if the answer to (a) is in 
the affirmative, (i) what are the details of this involvement, (11) did the Prime Minister 
consent to this involvement? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in response to (a), the Montreal Port Authority appoints 
their chief executive officer. 


@ (1525) 
[English] 
QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 1f 
Questions Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 22, 25, 
26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 45, 47, 48, 
49,:,50,.52,,53,:55:60, 61:63:64, 65,67; 69,7072 JAN T8299, 
81, 82, 84, 91, 94, 95, 96, 98, 100, 105, 107, 110, 111 and Starred 
Question No. 21 could be made orders for return, these returns 
would be tabled immediately. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
[ Text] 
Question No. 2—Mr. Bruce Hyer: 


With regard to corporate taxation: (a) how many corporations in Canada paid no 
tax in each of the last ten years; and (5) for each corporation identified in (a), what 
were its revenues and its profits in each of the last ten years? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 3—Mr. Dennis Bevington: 


With regard to the expenditures of the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern 
Development as identified in the 2011-12 Main Estimates: (a) what programs are 
funded under the lines (1) Northern Land, Resources and Environmental Management 
(page 191), (ii) Contribution for promoting the safe use, development, conservation 
and protection of the North’s natural resources (page 194), (ii) Contributions for 
promoting the political, social and scientific development of Canada’s three 
territories (page 195), (iv) Contributions for promoting regional development in 
Canada’s three territories (page 197), (v) Canadian Northern Economic Development 
Agency, Community Development (page 196); and (b) for each program identified in 
(a), what are the names or identities of each individual recipient of funds from each 
program and what amount of funding was provided to each recipient? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 4—Ms. Libby Davies: 


With regard to the PROminent FUNCtionaries of the Communist Party 
(PROFUNC), run by the government between 1950-1983: (a) when requested by 
an individual who believes his or her name may be on the PROFUNC list, will the 
government disclose whether or not that individual's name is on the list; (6) what was 
done with the names on the PROFUNC list once PROFUNC was discontinued; (c) 
were any of the names or was any of the information about individuals named on the 
PROFUNC list ever turned over to the Canadian Security Intelligence Service 
(CSIS), or any other security agency, at any time after 1983; (d) were any of the 
names or was any of the information about individuals named on the list ever shared 
with the Government of the United States or any of its security, policing or military 
bodies; (e) did any of the RCMP personnel who helped compile or maintain 
PROFUNC work for CSIS or other security agencies following the end of the 
program; and (f) what other materials were created by individuals working for 
PROFUNC between 1950-1983 (i.e., minutes of meetings, reports filed by security 
agents, other documents)? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 5—Ms. Libby Davies: 


What is the total amount of government funding since fiscal year 2009-2010, up 
to and including the current fiscal year, allocated within the constituency of 
Vancouver East, identifying each department or agency, initiative and amount? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 6—Mr. Peter Stoffer: 


With respect to the Veterans Burial Regulations and the Corporation named by the 
Department of Veterans Affairs Act to administer the Veterans Funeral and Burial 
program, specifically the Last Post Fund (LPF): (a) what is the annual amount of 
financial support and funding provided by the Department of Veterans Affairs from 
2006 to 2011 inclusively; (6) what is the statistical information, provided to the 
minister, on reimbursements provided by the LPF to assist in payment of funeral and 
burial costs for the estates of (i) First World War veterans, (ii) Second World War 
veterans, (iii) Korean War veterans, (iv) estates of veterans who received a disability 
benefit from Veterans Affairs Canada, (iv) estates of allied veterans; (c) what are the 
details of the annual administrative and operating costs of the LPF from 2006 to 2011 
inclusively; (d) what are the details of the annual program costs of the Veterans 
Funeral and Burial Program from 2006 to 2011 inclusively; (e) what are the details of 
the annual salary costs for LPF staff from 2006 to 2011 inclusively; (f) what are the 
details of how frequently business plans, operating budgets, capital budgets and 
performance reports are submitted by the Corporation to the Minister; (g) what are 
the details of any departmental analysis concerning the raising of the means test for 
eligibility for support through the Veterans Funeral and Burial program; (4) what are 
the details of any departmental analysis concerning the extension of eligibility for a 
funeral and burial to all estate-tested Canadian Forces (CF) and RCMP veterans; (i) 
what is the estimated financial cost of extending eligibility to the Veterans Funeral 
and Burial program to all estate-tested CF and RCMP; (j) how often does the 
department conduct an assurance audit of the LPF ; (k) when was the last time the 
government conducted an assurance audit of the LPF; and (2) when does the 
department plan to conduct the next assurance audit of the LPF? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 7—Mr. Peter Stoffer: 


With respect to Canadian Forces veterans trying to obtain an end to the deduction 
of Pension Act disability payments from Service Income Security Insurance Plan 
(SISIP) Long Term Disability benefits: (a) what is the total amount of money spent 
by all departments and agencies, excluding the Department of Justice, from March 
2007 to 2011 inclusively, on the defence against the SISIP class action lawsuit; (5) 
what is the total amount of money the government has spent to hire outside legal 
counsel, from March 2007 to 2011 inclusively, on the SISIP class action lawsuit; and 
(c) what is the total amount of money spent by all government departments and 
agencies on the SISIP class action lawsuit, from March 2007 to 2011 inclusively, 
including all costs associated with the work of the Department of Justice? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 8—Mr. Peter Stoffer: 


With regard to veterans’ long-term care facilities and veterans’ contract beds in 
community care facilities: (a) what are all facilities, by province and territory, that are 
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under contract by the Department of Veterans Affairs to provide veterans! beds; (b) 
for each facility identified in (a), what is (i) the number of beds, (ii) the average cost 
of a veteran’s bed; (c) when, by facility and province or territory, does the department 
expect to close veterans' beds based on the declining population of its Second World 
War and Korean War veteran clientele; (d) what are the details of any departmental 
analysis concerning the expansion of the definition of eligible veterans for 
admittance to veterans' health care centres; (e) what are the details of any 
departmental analysis concerning the government’s payment for veterans’ beds at 
long-term care facilities or community care facilities for the spouses of Second World 
War and Korean War veterans; (/) does the department have any estimates of the cost 
of paying for veterans’ beds at veterans’ long-term care or community care facilities 
for the spouses of Second World War and Korean War veterans and, if so, what are 
they; (g) what, if any, are the plans for the long-term care of modern-day Canadian 
Forces (CF) veterans who require long-term care and do not meet the criteria for 
admittance to veterans’ beds at veterans’ long-term care or community care facilities; 
and (h) is the department engaged in any discussion of the development of 
specialized medical centres for modern-day CF and RCMP veterans? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 9—Mr. Peter Stoffer: 


With regard to the Veterans Review and Appeal Board (VRAB), legislated by the 
Veterans Review and Appeal Board Act: (a) who are all permanent and temporary 
members of the Board, broken down by province and territory, appointed by the 
Governor in Council since 2006; (b) has the government considered disbanding the 
VRAB; (c) has the government considered modifying the VRAB; (d) has the 
government considered implementing a policy to ensure that VRAB appointees by 
the Governor in Council must have (i) military or RCMP experience, (ii) medical 
experience; (e) what were the total annual federal funds provided to the VRAB from 
2006 to 2011 inclusively; (f) what is a breakdown of the annual spending of the 
VRAB, from 2006 to 2011 inclusively, as it relates to (i) program costs, (ii) 
administration costs, (iii) salary costs of the VRAB board members, (iv) travel costs 
for the VRAB board members, (v) VRAB staff costs, (vi) VRAB staff travel costs; 
(g) how many reports has the VRAB chairperson made to the Minister with respect to 
the use of resources allocated to the Board from 2006 to 2011 inclusively; (h) when 
was the last time the Department of Veterans Affairs completed an assurance audit of 
the VRAB and when is the department planning to conduct the next audit; (i) how 
often does the department conduct assurance audits of the VRAB; (/) has the 
department planned an extensive review of the administration of the VRAB; (4) does 
the Department of Veterans Affairs regularly analyze the reasons why pension 
decisions are overturned by the VRAB in favour of the client with regard to the 
interpretation of (i) legislation, (ii) medical issues, (iii) legal issues; (J) has the VRAB 
provided information to the department on how many pension decisions, made since 
the VRAB's inception, have been in favour of the veteran client using the benefit of 
the doubt clause (section 70); and (m) how many pension matters or cases has the 
VRAB referred back to the Minister for reconsideration, by year, from 2006 to 2011 
inclusively? 


(Return tabled) 


1272 


Routine Proceedings 


Question No. 10—Ms. Kirsty Duncan: 


With respect to the full process currently being undertaken by the Canadian 
Institutes of Health Research (CIHR) regarding chronic cerebrospinal venous 
insufficiency (CCSVI), including the August 26, 2010, meeting of the Scientific 
Expert Working Group (SEWG) and the CIHR’s “knowledge synthesis review”: (a) 
what is the accepted operating definition of “conflict of interest” for the CIHR, (i) 
why was no disclosure statement made by all participants who attended the August 
26, 2010, joint meeting of the CIHR and the Multiple Sclerosis Society of Canada 
(MSSC), (ii) are there plans to provide an opportunity to declare possible conflicts of 
interest subsequent to the meeting; (b) what are the details of all information 
produced and circulated by the CIHR in January 2011 regarding follow-up care for 
multiple sclerosis (MS) patients and to which organizations was the information sent; 
(c) will the disclosure statement to be signed by members of the SEWG at its next 
meeting in June 2011 include specific reference to any (i) consultancy, (ii) grant 
support, (iii) membership on advisory councils, (iv) speaker’s bureau, (v) other 
sources of funding a member might have; (d) how does the CIHR plan to ensure that 
all members of the SEWG have the same understanding of private or personal 
interests that could influence decision-making; (e) will all disclosure statements in (c) 
be made publicly available and, if so, when, and, if not, why not; (f) which, if any, of 
the SEWG’s members have been trained in Dr. Zamboni’s methods and by whom 
were these members trained; (g) which, if any, of the SEWG’s members have 
watched diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI and, for each member identified (i) where 
did this observation take place, (ii) under what guidance, (iii) how many images and 
treatments were studied by the member; (4) which, if any, of the SEWG’s members 
have undertaken diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI and, for each member identified, 
(i) where were these actions performed, (ii) under what guidance, (iii) how many 
images and treatments were performed by the member; (i) does the CIHR recognize 
the emerging scientific discipline of neurovascular disease; (j) does the SEWG 
include any members of the International Society for NeuroVascular Disease 
(ISNVD) and, if so, who are these members, and, if not, why not; (4) which, if any, 
members of the SEWG have attended any of the ISNVD’s conferences, specifying 
for each such member the conferences that he or she attended; (/) does the inclusion 
of investigators of the seven MS Society-funded studies in the SEWG comply with 
the CIHR’s operating definition of “conflict of interest” and, if so, what are the 
reasons that explain this compliance; (m) regarding the “knowledge synthesis 
review’, (1) what is the protocol for the review, (ii) how is research deemed to be, or 
not to be, pertinent, (iii) who specifically is undertaking the review, how were they 
chosen, and what expertise do they have to undertake the review, (iv) why has the 
CIHR decided to have them undertake the review, (v) what are the CIHR’s reasons 
for not having the SEWG undertake the review, (vi) what is the cost of the review, 
(vii) what is a comprehensive list of abstracts to be reviewed, (viii) what additional 
material, people, or other sources will be consulted, (ix) will the review include 
scientific evidence presented at all the major scientific conferences on CCSVI to 
date, namely, Hamilton (February 2010), New York (July 2010), Washington 
(October 2010), Katowice (March 2011), Bologna (March 2011), Chicago (April 
2011), and San Diego (May 2011), (x) will the review include contacting the leading 
experts in the field, asking for their unpublished data, visiting their laboratories and 
operating theatres, (xi) if the answer to (m)(x) is in the affirmative, what, if any, 
protocol has been established for each contact, and what, if any, weighting will be 
applied to this evidence; (7) how does the CIHR plan to weigh or asses the seven MS 
Society-funded studies and the “knowledge synthesis review” in its establishment of 
any future policy, particularly in its deliberations on whether to undertake clinical 
trials for CCSVI in Canada; (0) which , if any, members of the SEWG have attended 
any CCSVI conferences, specifying for each such member (i) what conferences he or 
she attended, (ii) in what capacity, (iii) who paid for the trip or attendance at the 
conference, (iv) what written evidence did he or she report to either the CIHR or 
SEWG, (v) if no written evidence was reported, why not; (p) which members of the 
CIHR have attended any CCSVI conferences, specifying for each such member (i) 
what conferences he or she attended, (ii) in what capacity, (iii) who paid for the trip 
or attendance at the conference, (iv) what written evidence he/she reported to either 
the CIHR or SEWG, (v) if no written evidence was reported, why not; (g) why has 
the CIHR decided not to further investigate CCSVI through clinical trials; (7) why 
has the CIHR decided not to follow recommendations made by the Ontario 
Association of Neurologists, the Canadian Society of Radiologists, the Canadian 
Society of Vascular Surgery, the American Society of Interventional Radiology, and 
the International Union of Phlebology regarding CCSVI; (s) what does the CIHR 
consider an “appropriate pace”, a term used in its May 18, 2011, e-mail to Dr. Kirsty 
Duncan, Member of Parliament for Etobicoke North, for the introduction to Canada 
of any potential new medical treatment for any medical condition, and how much 
evidence does the CIHR consider is required before a treatment should undergo 
clinical trials in Canada in terms of (i) the number of procedures undertaken, (ii) the 
number of countries undertaking the procedure, (iii) scientific evidence presented in 
academic peer-reviewed journals, (iv) scientific evidence presented at academic 
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conferences, (v) scientific evidence presented at academic conferences for conditions 
that are progressive diseases, especially progressive diseases for which there are 
limited or no options for treatment; (4) what is the CIHR’s accepted protocol, 
including all necessary steps, for bringing a new treatment to clinical trials in Canada, 
(i) when was the protocol established, (ii) what treatments have undergone clinical 
trials as a result of the protocol, (iii) which treatments have been rejected to date; (u) 
is the creation of a SEWG a standard step in the CIHR’s protocol for bringing a new 
treatment to clinical trials in Canada, and, (i) if so, since the creation of the protocol, 
what are all new treatments and their associated SEWGs, (ii) if not, why was this step 
deemed necessary for approval of clinical trials for CCSVI; (v) what are the last five 
medical treatments for any medical condition accepted by the CIHR for use in 
Canada and, for each treatment, what are the details of all evidence required by the 
CIHR in its decision to have the treatment undergo clinical trials, including, but not 
limited to, the number of procedures undertaken, the countries undertaking the 
procedure, and scientific evidence presented in both peer-reviewed journals and 
academic conferences; and (w) with regard to. the MS registry announced March 23, 
2011, (i) who specifically is collecting the information, (ii) what precise information 
is being collected, (iii) what consent will be necessary from patients for any data 
collection, (iv) when will information begin to be collected, (v) what specific 
information is being collected regarding the treatment of CCSVI, (vi) what 
information is being gathered or tracking is being done of individuals who have 
chosen to have the liberation procedure outside Canada? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 11—Ms. Kirsty Duncan: 


With respect to depleted uranium (DU), military service, and Veterans Affairs 
Canada (VAC) benefits and programs: (a) what are all potential sources of DU to 
which Canadian Forces (CF) members and veterans might have been exposed 
between 1990 and the present; (b) what are any operations between 1990 and the 
present that might have brought CF members and veterans into direct or close contact 
with DU, including, but not limited to, operations in which Canadian personnel 
seconded to other military forces were involved; (c) did any CF member or veteran 
serve between 1999 and 2003 in areas assessed by the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) to be DU areas; (d) what, if any, DU munitions, vehicles made 
with DU, or ships carrying DU munitions, were used by CF between 1990 and the 
present; (e) what are all possible exposure routes for each source of DU identified in 
(a), (6), and (d); (f) what, if any, field measurements were taken around any DU 
source identified in (a), (b), and (d) and, if such measurements were taken, what was 
the level of contamination of the environment for each site, for each time sampled; 
(g) what, if any, studies were undertaken by the Department of National Defence 
(DND), or any other federal government department or crown corporation, from 
1990 to the present, regarding DU environmental contamination linked to the 
military and what were the chief findings of each such report, including (i) whether it 
identified a need or made a recommendation to work with caution in DU 
contaminated areas, (ii) whether it identified a need or made a recommendation to do 
policy work regarding DU contaminated areas; (h) what follow-up took place 
concerning the chief recommendations of each report identified in (g), as well as 
concerning the issues identified in each of (g)(i) and (g)(11); (i) what, if any, clean-up 
operations were undertaken in impact zones between 1990 and the present, and, if 
such operations were undertaken, why was each clean-up operation deemed 
necessary, and what national or international recommendations were followed in each 
clean-up; (/) which, if any, experts were consulted to determine any possible DU 
contamination between 1990 and the present, and, if experts were consulted, who 
were they, and in what field or fields did each expert work; (k) what, if any, specific 
training, equipment and guidance was given to CF members and veterans who were 
required to work in areas of DU contamination or to conduct any DU field 
assessments and clean-ups; (/) what, if any, specific radiation field measurement and 
health and safety equipment was provided to CF members and veterans, including 
equipment used to determine the presence of DU, and what specific training was 
provided concerning the use of any such equipment; (m) what, if any, training, 
equipment and guidance was given to CF members and veterans concerning the 
handling of both intact and damaged weapons previously used to fire DU munitions; 
(n) from 1990 to the present (i) what was the CF’s policy regarding transportation, 
use, exposure, risk mitigation, and testing of DU from 1990 to the present, (11) how 
did or does the policy comply with all relevant guidelines and regulations for the 
protection of the environment and personnel, including, but not limited to, those 
established in the Canada Labour Code, by the Canadian Nuclear Safety 
Commission, and through the Workplace Hazardous Materials Information System, 
(iii) were the guidelines and regulations identified in (ii) followed during CF 
operations abroad, (iv) how was the policy elaborated in (n)(i), enforced during CF 
activities both in Canada and abroad; (0) is there a protocol accepted by the 
government for urine testing for DU and what are its details, including, but not 
limited to, (i) who should be screened, (ii) following what exposures should 
screening occur, (iii) which laboratories were or are used for the screening, (iv) what 
criteria have been used to select the laboratory that conducts the screening and how 
can quality assurance in screening processes and results be ensured, (v) the maximum 
acceptable delay between DU exposure to initial screening, (vi) the screening method 
and how that method was chosen, (vii) the screening schedule, (viii) any follow-up 
mechanisms, (ix) how screening is documented, (x) when this protocol was accepted; 
(p) what, if any, screening procedure exists for potential DU exposure for CF 
members and veterans, including, but not limitéd to, (i) an exposure questionnaire, 
(ii) a 24-hour urine collection test, (iii) a detailed physical exam, (iv) clinical tests of 
organ systems function; (g) what, if any, DU follow-up program or similar program 
intended to screen and monitor health problems associated with DU exposure is 
available to CF members and veterans; (r) what, if any, CF members or veterans have 
been identified and tracked following potential exposure to DU through situations 
related to (a), (b) and (d), and what was involved in the tracking procedures, 
specifying whether the tracking included (i) urinary uranium determinations, (ii) 
clinical laboratory values, (iii) psychiatric and neuro-cognitive assessments, (iv) 
other forms of tracking; (s) what, if any, summary statistics are now available for 
cases identified in (r); (¢) what, if any, CF members or veterans have been identified 
and tracked following exposure to (i) vehicles hit with friendly fire, (ii) burning 
vehicles, (iii) fires involving DU munitions, (iv) the inspection or salvaging of 
damaged vehicles; (4) what, if any, information is given to CF members or veterans 
who might have been exposed to harmful DU conditions, and, specifically, how is 
this information relayed; (v) can CF members or veterans who might have been 
exposed to harmful DU conditions ask to be screened for DU exposure, if not, why 
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not, and, if so, (i) what procedure do they follow, (ii) who does the testing, (iii) what 
is the cost of the testing; (w) what are the potential health effects from (1) external 
exposure to DU, for both low and high dosages, in both the short term and the long 
term, and (ii) internal exposure to DU, for both low and high dosages, in both the 
short term and the long term; (x) what, if any, CF members or veterans have applied 
for compensation associated with DU exposure during military service, specifying (i) 
the number of requests, (ii) whether compensation was awarded, (iii) whether 
compensation is pending, (iv) whether compensation is in appeal, (v) how many 
appeals have been made; (y) have any of DND’s medical or surgical members ever 
identified a possible link between a CF member’s service or a veteran’s service, 
exposure to DU, and particular health effects, and, if so, (i) how many times has such 
a possible link been made by DND’s medical or surgical members, (ii) what follow- 
up occurred as a result of any identified possible linkages; and (z) does the 
government have plans to convene a working group to review the latest research on 
hazardous materials exposure, including, but not limited to, exposure to DU, and 
possible health effects and, if so, (i) what is the planned scope of the review, (ii) who 
is to convene the working group, (iii) how are experts to be chosen, (iv) how are 
conflicts of interest to be avoided and declared, (vi) what is the timeline for the 
review and the review’s milestones? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 12—Ms. Kirsty Duncan: 


With respect to chronic cerebrospinal venous insufficiency (CCSVI), the 
liberation treatment, and multiple sclerosis (MS): (a) what consensus documents 
have been published regarding the diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI, (i) by whom, 
(ii) on what dates, (ii) what were the recommendations, (iv) were they reviewed by 
the August 26, 2010, meeting of the CIHR in collaboration with the Multiple 
Sclerosis Society of Canada (MSSC); (6) why were Canadian members of the 
International Union of Phlebology (IUP), who were part of the consensus process 
regarding the diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI, not consulted during the August 26 
meeting of the Canadian Institutes of Health Research (CIHR); (c) what are the 
details of any plan the government has or is developing to collect evidence regarding 
the diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI, for example, through clinical trials or the 
creation of a registry; (d) what percentage of surgical procedures in Canada have 
been double-blind tested over the last 40 years and, for this percentage, (i) what is the 
risk of complication, (ii) what is considered an acceptable risk of complication, (iii) 
how do physicians judge acceptable risk and convey this risk to their patients, (iv) 
what actions do physicians take to reduce risk if the patient chooses to undertake the 
procedure; (e) when a medical treatment appears to be potentially effective, is its 
approval ever fast-tracked by the relevant Canadian authorities and, if so, (i) what are 
any examples of this in Canada over the last five years, (ii) has this ever happened 
with respect to MS, (iii) if so, who advocated for a fast-tracking and when, (iv) what 
process was followed to allow the treatment, (v) who made the decision to proceed, 
(vi) why was fast-tracking deemed necessary, (vii) what were the known risks at the 
time of the request, (viii) what, if any, negative impacts resulted; (f) what are the 
reasons for the length of time it has taken the relevant Canadian authorities to 
implement clinical trials or to develop a registry; (g) why did no member of the 
August 26 group declare any conflicts of interest, either real or perceived; (h) how 
many liberation procedures did the August 26 group estimate have been undertaken, 
(i) which countries were undertaking the procedure, (ii) to which countries were 
Canadians travelling, (iii) were the practitioners considered to be sufficiently trained, 
(iv) were the procedures in these countries found to be safe; (i) which people, labs 
and operating theatres had undertaken the diagnosis or treatment of CCSVI in 
Canada prior to the August 26 meeting; (j) why did the August 26 meeting not 
include Canadian experts in the imaging or treatment of CCSVI and for what reasons 
was Dr. Sandy McDonald not included as a participant; (4) why did the August 26 
meeting not include international experts in diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI, data 
presented at international scientific conferences or site visits to labs and operating 
theatres, which were or had been undertaking diagnosis or treatment; (/) what is a 
comprehensive explanation of why the inclusion of CCSVI and liberation experts 
might have biased the sample of the August 26 group and whether such selection is 
an established practice at all CIHR meetings; (m) what are all the names of the group 
members who had spoken out against diagnosis or treatment of CCSVI or the 
liberation procedure prior to the August 26 meeting, what were the details of their 
positions, and what are their publically-available comments on the matter; (7) who 
were all the members of the August 26 group and, for each member, what were his or 
her stated or declared conflicts of interest or perceived conflicts of interest; (0) what 
was the August 26 group’s assessment of and comments concerning all reviewed 
published papers, including both positive and negative observations; (p) did the 
August 26 group find it unusual that two of the reviewed papers had been accepted 
for publication in only six weeks, (i) did the group review whether this is a common 
practice in medicine, (ii) did the group consider how and why this might happen, (iii) 
did the group explore the expertise of those writing the papers, their experience, how 
their results compared with those of Dr.Zamboni and, if so, (iv) what were the 
group's findings for questions posed in (iii); (g) which neurologists, present at the 
August 26 meeting, had followed MS patients who were diagnosed with CCSVI and 
who had been treated for the condition, (i) how had neurologists followed them (e.g., 
appointment, EDSS score/another scale, MRI, neurological exam, etc.), (ii) what, if 
any, evidence did they present of patients' progress following thé liberation 
procedure; (r) did the August 26 group find the reversal in the MSSC's position, who 
was part of the greater group, unusual, (i) did the group investigate or consider the 
reasons for this change in position and, if so, (ii) what observations did it make or 
conclusions did it come to regarding the reversal; (s) did the August 26 group 
estimate how its decision might impact Canadian MS patients, including (i) impacts 
on their mental health and how this might impact their disease, (ii) the number of 
Canadian MS patients who might feel forced to seek help outside Canada, (iii) how 
air travel, a compromised vascular system, recent surgery, and lack of follow-up in 
Canada might impact their disease and, if so, (iv) what are the results of those 
estimations; (f) what consensus documents are forthcoming, (i) by whom, (ii) when 
will they be published; (4) what is the work plan for the new expert working group 
which met for the first time on November 23, 2010, (i) who are the panellists, what 
are their qualifications and what is their expertise in diagnosis and treatment of 
CCSVI, (i) how were the panellists chosen and by whom, (iii) what is the group’s 
mandate and how was it derived, (iv) what is the schedule of meetings, (v) what is the 
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timeline for the group’s work, (vi) what evidence will be reviewed to reach any 
decision about possible clinical trials, registry, diagnosis, treatment, follow-up care, 
etc.; (v) what was the agenda for the November 23 meeting of the expert working 
group, (i) what abstracts, documents, and presentations were reviewed, (ii) which 
Canadian and international experts, with experience in diagnosis and treatment of 
CCSVI, were consulted, (ii) what Canadian and international unpublished data were 
explored, (iv) what Canadian and international labs or operating theatres were 
reviewed and visited; (w) for what reasons is the new group going to analyze interim 
and final results from seven studies funded by the Canadian and US MS Societies 
and why are these studies considered more worthwhile cases for analysis than other 
studies already completed; (x) when will the November 23 expert panel declare and 
post any conflicts of interest, following the European Committee for Treatment and 
Research in Multiple Sclerosis (ECTRIMS) guide, on the CIHR website to eliminate 
the possibility of real or perceived conflicts; and (y) further to assurances made by the 
President of CIHR, Dr. Alain Beaudet, to the Subcommittee on Neurological 
Diseases on December 7, 2010, that MS patients who have had the liberation 
procedure would have follow-up, what are the details of how that follow-up will 
occur, specifically, (i) how will “a message be sent”, by whom, to whom, by when 
and what will the message be, (ii) specifically, will all patients who travel or travelled 
outside Canada be assured that their doctors will see them, that appointments will not 
be cancelled, that tests will not be cancelled, that they will have access to 
recommended prescriptions, that they will not lose their long-term care and that they 
will not be berated for making the decision to have liberation, (iii) how will this be 
enforced, (iv) what action should MS patients take if they are denied care, (v) to 
whom should they report a denial of care, (vi) what are the consequences for a 
physician or health practitioner or organization who delivers care but fails to provide 
follow-up care, (vii) will follow-up include ultrasound or MRI to image the veins of 
MS patients and, if so, how often will these imaging procedures occur and who will 
pay for them? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 13—-Ms. Olivia Chow: 


With regard to the Champlain Bridge in Montreal: (a) what is the volume of 
correspondence in which a new bridge is requested or complaints are made about 
traffic congestion as a result of the maintenance and repair of the bridge as received 
by the Prime Minister, the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities, or 
Transport Canada from (i) individuals, (ii) organizations, (iii) elected representatives; 
(b) what is the total number of petition signatures received from individuals 
requesting the construction of a new bridge; (c) what are the names and addresses of 
the organizations that submitted correspondence as per (a)(ii); and (d) what is the 
government's reason for not funding the replacement of the Champlain Bridge? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 14—Ms. Olivia Chow: 


With regard to infrastructure project applications made under Canada's Economic 


. Action Plan: (a) what is the total number of project applications approved, broken 


down (i) by municipality, (ii) by electoral district in each municipality; (b) what is the 
total number of project applications rejected, broken down (i) by municipality, (ii) by 
electoral district in each municipality; and (c) broken down by municipality, what 
project applications were rejected and, for each, what was (i) the reason for the 
rejection, (ii) the amount of funding requested, (iii) the electoral district in which the 
project would have been completed? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 17—Hon. Lawrence MacAulay: 


With regard to the Small Craft Harbours Program and the $3.2 million announced 
on April 23, 2010, by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans to improve small craft 
harbours in Prince Edward Island: (a) how much of the $3.2 million was spent in 
fiscal year 2010-2011; (b) how much was identified to be spent in 2010-2011; (c) 
where was the money spent; and (4) how much money was spent on each harbour? 


A 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 18—Mr. Malcolm Allen: 


With respect to the Investment Canada Act and foreign corporate takeovers of 
Canadian companies: (a) on an annual and monthly basis from January 1, 1993 to 
December 31, 2010, how many takeovers were (i) approved, (ii) rejected; (b) for each 
takeover, what was the aggregate value of acquisition (i) federally, on an annual and 
monthly basis, (ii) by province, on an annual and monthly basis; (c) distributed 
federally, on an annual and monthly basis, and by province, on an annual and 
monthly basis, what are the takeovers, further distributed by the industry sectors (i) 
resources, (ii) manufacturing, (iii) wholesale and retail trades, (iv) business and 
service industries, (v) other; (d) in which year since January 1, 1993, did the most 
foreign takeovers of Canadian companies occur; (e) what is the current position of 
the government on foreign takeovers; (f) has the Investment Canada Act mandate 
changed since it was created and, if so, when and how, specifying the details of all 
amendments to the mandate; (g) in regard to takeovers approved between January 1, 
1993 and December 31, 2010, what are the number of jobs affected by these 
takeovers as submitted by the investors as part of the application for review; (h) how 
many times has the Competition Policy Review Panel met on an annual and monthly 
basis, and broken down federally and by province, since its creation; (i) what changes 
to the Investment Canada Act has the Competition Policy Review Panel 
recommended; and-(j) what other actions have been taken by the government to 
review the Competition Act and Investment Canada Act? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 22—Mr. Pierre Nantel: 


With regard to the Prime Minister’s presence at a National Hockey League finals 
game in Boston: (a) what was the total cost of the trip; (b) how much did the flight 
cost; (c) how many staff members, ministers, parliamentary secretaries and public 
servants accompanied the Prime Minister; (d) which departments paid the travel 
costs; (e) what were the total hospitality expenses incurred; (f) what organization or 
person invited the Prime Minister to the game; (g) what are the names of the public 
servants and staff members from the Prime Minister’s Office that accompanied the 
Prime Minister on this trip; (4) how much did on-site security cost; and (i) who paid 
for the tickets? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 25—Mr. Charlie Angus: 


With regard to bonuses granted by the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern 
Development, for each of fiscal years 2005-2006, 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009 
and 2009-2010, how many bonuses were dispersed and what were the amounts of 
these bonuses, broken down by: (a) fiscal year; (b) individual personnel; (c) region; 
and (d) departmental division? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 26—Hon. John McCallum: 


With respect to the Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) and the 
government’s commitment of $2.85 billion over 5 years for the Muskoka Initiative: 
(a) for each project or program that qualifies for the renewed $1.75 billion in existing 
funding, (i) what is its name and objective, (ii) what is the total federal funding 
commitment, (iii) what is the timeframe for the project or program; (b) for each 
program or project that qualifies for the new $1.1 billion in funding announced on 
February 1, 2011, (i) what is its name and objective, (ii) what is the total federal 
funding commitment, (iii) what is the timeframe for the project or program; (c) for 
each of the bilateral, multilateral and partnership branches, (i) which partner and 
country is receiving funding, (ii) how much funding is each partner and country 
receiving; and (d) what plans does the government have to inform Parliament and the 
public regarding this spending? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 27—Hon. John McCallum: 


With regard to departmental spending from 2006 to present, what were the total 
costs of rentals and purchases of individual staging, lighting and audio equipment, 
and production and assorted technical costs for all government announcements and 
public events? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 29—Mr. Claude Gravelle: 


What is the total amount of government funding, since fiscal year 2006-2007 up 
to and including the current fiscal year, allocated within the constituency of Nickel 
Belt, specifying each (i) department or agency, (ii) initiative, (iii) amount? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 30—Mr. Claude Gravelle: 


With regard to grants and contributions applications to federal economic 
development agencies since April 1, 2010, what funding applications were approved 
by departmental officials but rejected by the Minister's office? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 31—Mr. Claude Gravelle: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at federal economic development 
agencies: (a) what measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (b) 
how many full-time and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many 
full-time or part-time employees were laid off as of April 1, 2011; (d) how many full- 
time and part-time employees have been hired since April 1, 2011; and (e) what 
programs will be subject to funding cuts as of April 1, 2011? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 33—Mr. Frank Valeriote: 


With regard to government funding within the constituency of Guelph: (a) what 
was the total amount offunding originally announced, broken down by fiscal year, 
since fiscal year 2006-2007, up to andincluding fiscal year 2010-2011, specifying for 
each announcement (i) the department or agencyresponsible for the funding, (ii) the 
program or initiative from which the funding came, (iii) the project name, (iv) the 
total value of the project; (b) for each announcement identified in (a) what was, (i) 
the total amount delivered, broken down by fiscal year, since fiscal year 2006-2007, 
up to and including fiscal year 2010-2011, (ii) the department or agency responsible 
for the delivered funding, (iii) the program or initiative from whichthe delivered 
funding came, (iv) the project name, (v) the total value of the project; and (c) broken 
down by fiscal year, since fiscal year 2006-2007, up to and including fiscalyear 
2010-2011, in each case where the final, total amount delivered, as specified in (b), 
was different from the funding amount announced, as specified in (a), what was the 
reason for this discrepancy? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 34—Ms. Olivia Chow: 


With regard to infrastructure funding requests since 2006, broken down by 
infrastructure funding program, including but not limited to the Public Transit Fund, 
the Municipal Rural Infrastructure Fund, the Canada Strategic Infrastructure Fund, 
the Border Infrastructure Fund, the Infrastructure Canada Program, the Green 
Infrastructure Fund, and the Building Canada Fund: (a) how many applications for 
funding have been received; (b) how many applications have been rejected; (c) what 
is each application that has been rejected, including the date of application; (d) for 
applications identified in (c), what was the reason for rejection; (e) for applications 
identified in (c), what was the electoral district of the proposed project; and (f) how 
many applications are pending decision? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 35—Mr. Scott Simms: 


With respect to government decentralization: (a) does the government have any 
information on proposals prepared since 2006 on the relocation, from the National 
Capital area to other regions of Canada, of (i) government departments or parts 
thereof, (ii) agencies, (iii) Crown corporations; and (6) does the government have any 
information on assessments completed since 2006 on which of the following entities 
could be relocated from the National Capital area to other regions of Canada, namely, 
(1) government departments or parts thereof, (ii) agencies, (iii) Crown corporations? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 36—Mr. Scott Simms: 


With regard to employment in the federal public service: (a) for the period of 
January 1, 2005, to May 31, 2011, (i) how many people were hired by the federal 
public service, (ii) how many casual employees were hired by the federal public 
service, (ili) how many term employees were hired by the federal public service, (iv) 
how many indeterminate employees were hired by the federal public service, (vi) 
how many applications for priority employment appointments in the federal public 
service were submitted by qualified medically released members of the Canadian 
Forces, (vi1) how many qualified medically released members of the Canadian Forces 
have received a priority employment appointment, (vii) how many qualified 
medically released members of the Canadian Forces were still on the priority 
employment appointment list when their eligibility period expired; (b) for the period 
of 2005 to the present, how many qualified medically released Canadian Forces 
veterans were hired by each department; and (c) what measures are being taken to 
extend the priority employment appointments program? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 37—Ms. Kirsty Duncan: 


With respect to the statements by the Honourable Jim Prentice, Minister of the 
Environment, entitled “Canada’s Green Budget 2009” and “Minister Prentice 
Highlights the Environment in 2010 Budget”: (a) how many applications were 
submitted under the 2009 $1 billion investment in clean energy research, 
development and demonstration projects, and, for each project identified, (i) who 
was the applicant and in what sector does the applicant work, (ii) what was the 
amount of funding requested, (iii) what were the projected outcomes, (iv) what was 
the projected return on investment; (b) what, in detail, are all of the clean energy 
research development and demonstration projects awarded funds through the 2009 
$1 billion investment, and, for each project identified, (i) who was the recipient of the 
funds and in what sector does the recipient work, (ii) what was the amount of funding 
requested, (ii) what was the amount of funding awarded, (iv) what were the 
projected outcomes, (v) what was the projected return on investment, (vi) has the 
project been started, is it in progress, or has it been completed, (vii) what, if any, 
findings, publications, contracts, etc., have resulted from the project, (viii) in what 
geographic area was the project located; (c) what monies of the 2009 $1 billion 
investment for clean energy research development and demonstration projects have 
been spent, (i) what monies remain available, (ii) what, if any, advertising did or does 
the government undertake to promote the program, (iii) what, if any, costs are 
associated with any advertising of the program; (d) how many project applications 
were submitted under the 2009 $1 billion Green Infrastructure Fund, and, for each 
project identified, (i) who was the applicant and in what sector does the applicant 
work, (ii) what was the amount of funding requested, (iii) what were the projected 
outcomes, (iv) what was the projected return on investment; (e) how many projects 
were awarded funding through the $1 billion Green Infrastructure Fund, and, for each 
project identified, (i) who was the recipient of the funds and in what sector does the 
recipient work, (ii) what was the amount of funding awarded, (iii) what were the 
projected outcomes in terms of reductions in emissions, waste, or other 
environmental payoffs, (iv) what was the projected return on investment, (v) has 
the project been started, is it in progress, or has it been completed, (vi) what, if any, 
findings, publications, contracts, or other significant results have been produced as a 
result of the project; (f) how many retrofits were undertaken under the 2009 $300 
million eco-ENERGY Retrofit program, (i) what was the average cost of a retrofit, 
(ii) what was the average income of the family or individual undertaking a retrofit, 
(ii) what was the average household savings on energy, (iv) what was the average 
household savings in terms of money spent on energy annually, (v) what is the 
estimated savings to the environment each year, in terms of greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs); (g) what specific projects were undertaken to maintain federal 
laboratories for $250 million in 2009, (i) why did the government identify these 
projects as investments in the environment, (ii) what laboratories benefitted, and 
what was the investment per lab, (iii) what specific laboratories need maintenance or 
further maintenance; (h) what specific projects, by station, were undertaken or are 
being undertaken under the $85 million for key Arctic research stations, why did the 
government identify these projects as investments in the environment, and, for each 
project identified, (i) what was the investment, (ii) what is the life expectancy of the 
investment, (iii) is further work needed, (iv) what projects does the government know 
still require funding; (à) what progress has been made to date on the $2 million 
investment in a feasibility study for a world-class Arctic research station, (i) what 
was the mandate of the feasibility study, (ii) what was its start date, key milestones, 
and end date, (iii) what, if any, results are available; (7) what are all federal 
contaminated sites across Canada, and, for each contaminated site identified, (i) 
where specifically is the site located, (ii) has the site had an environmental 
assessment (iii) if so, what are the main contaminants at the site, what is the projected 
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cost of remediation, (iv) if not, what is the projected cost of an environmental 
assessment and the time required for that assessment; (4) is there a priority list for 
addressing contaminated sites listed in (j), and if so, (i) in what order do the sites 
appear on that list, (ii) what methodology is used to establish priority, (ii) who 
undertakes any priority assessments, what are their expertise, and how are experts 
chosen; (/) how much of the $80.5 million set aside for assessment of federal 
contaminated sites has been spent to date and what, if any, monies are remaining, (1) 
how many assessments have been started, are in progress, or have been completed to 
date, (ii) what are the findings for any completed assessment in terms of the 
environmental contamination, any threats to human health, and the projected cost of 
remediation, (iii) how many jobs have been created to date; (m) how much of the 
$165 million set aside for remediation of federal contaminated sites has been spent to 
date and what, if any, monies are remaining, (i) what remediation projects are started, 
are in progress, or have been completed to date, (11) what are the findings for any 
completed remediation in terms of reducing environmental contamination and any 
threats to human health, (iii) what is the cost or projected cost of all remediation 
projects identified in (m)(i), (iv) how many jobs have been created to date; (7) what 
specific national parks projects have been undertaken with the $75 million earmarked 
in 2009, and, for each project identified, (i) what is the park’s name, (ii) what is its 
location, (iii) what is the total investment, (iv) what is a description of the project; (0) 
what, if any, progress has the government made on its 2009 $10 million investment 
in annual reporting of key environmental indicators such as clean air, clean water and 
GHG emissions, (1) what system was in place for reporting each, (11) what, if any, 
system is now in place, (iii) when will the government make use of improvements in 
data resulting from this investment in its reports; (p) what, if any, progress has the 
government made on its 2010 $18.4 million investment to enhance the tracking of 
environmental data through the Canadian Environmental Sustainability Indicators 
program, (i) what specific projects does the government plan to undertake with the 
money and, for each project identified, (11) how much money will be spent, (111) how 
will monies spent improve environmental reporting, (iv) when will the government 
use improvements in its reports; (g) what, if any, action has been taken on the 2010 
$100 million Next Generation Renewable Power Initiative; (r) what, if any, 
consultation regarding environmental assessments has taken place with Aboriginal 
peoples in 2010, (i) identify all projects that affect Aboriginal communities, (ii) on 
which of the identified projects in (r)(1) have Aboriginal peoples been consulted to 
date; (s) how much of the $2.8 million earmarked for consultations with Aboriginal 
communities has been spent and how much is still available; () what are all 
contaminated Great Lake sites and where specifically is each site located, (i) what is a 
ranking of these contaminated sites, (ii) what is the method used to determine levels 
of contamination, (iii) what is the scale used to compare levels of contamination, (iv) 
what is the government’s definition of “most degraded”, (v) what are all “most 
degraded” sites, (vi) for each site identified in (t)(v), what is a description of the 
contamination and what is the cost of the remediation; and (4) what specifically is the 
$16 million ear-marked for to clean up the “most-degraded” Great Lakes sites, what 
monies have been spent to date, on what specific projects, and- what is the projected 
return on investment in terms of the environment? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 39—Ms. Judy Foote: 


With regard to the recent changes in the way with which Service Canada 
community outreach offices' services will be delivered: (a) what is the rationale for 
changing the way in which Service Canada has been operating across Canada; (b) 
how much money will be saved through these changes; (c) how many Service 
Canada community offices will be closed because of this decision; (d) how many 
people will lose their jobs as a result of this decision; and (e) what are the supposed 
benefits of such changes? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 40—Ms. Judy Foote: 


With regard to the way with which Service Canada will now be delivering 
services and the increased emphasis on accessing government services via the 
Internet: (a) what is the government's plan to address rural Canadians' lack of access 
to basic Internet; (b) what is the government's plan to ensure that rural Canadians 
who have no access to an Internet connection can access government programs and 
services in a timely manner; and (c) what is the government's plan to ensure that 
Canadians are technologically literate and capable of using the Internet to access 
essential government services? 


(Return tabled) 
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Question No. 41—Ms. Judy Foote: 


With respect to government spending in the constituency of Random—Burin—St. 
George's, what was the total amount of government funding since fiscal year 2005- 
2006 up to and including the current fiscal year, itemized according to: (a) the date 
the money was received in the riding; (b) the dollar amount of the expenditure; (c) 
the program from which the funding came; (d) the ministry responsible; and (e) the 
designated recipient? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 42—Ms. Judy Foote: 


With regard to the 2010 round of strategic reviews described and implemented in 
Budget 2011, specifically for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency, Marine 
Atlantic and the Department of Fisheries and Oceans: (a) what changes does the 
government intend to implement in order to make the delivery of its programs and 
services more effective and efficient; (b) what is the rationale for these changes; (c) 
what are the projected savings; and (d) what are the projected staffing changes to full- 
time labour, part-time labour and contract labour as a result of the government's 
changes to the ways it delivers programs and services, broken down by (i) 
department, (ii) change? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 43—Hon. Carolyn Bennett: 


With regard to the departmental name change of Indian and Northern Affairs 
Canada (INAC) to Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada (AANDC), 
announced on May 18, 2011, and effective June 13, 2011: (a) what is the 
govemment's rationale for the name change, specifically the rationale for (i) 
replacing “Indian Affairs” with “Aboriginal Affairs”, (ii) replacing “Northern 
Affairs” with “Northern Development”; (b) did a consultation process take place on 
the implications of the name change, and, if so, (i) with which individuals and 
organizations, (ii) on which dates, (iii) what recommendations resulted from these 
consultations; (c) what is the expected impact on First Nation inherent and treaty 
rights; (d) does the government plan to commit additional resources to programs for 
Inuit, Métis, non-status Indians and urban Aboriginals; and (e) what is the expected 
cost of implementing the name change? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 45—Hon. Carolyn Bennett: 


With regard to the government’s investments in on-reserve housing for First 
Nations: (a) what is the total annual expenditure on new on-reserve housing 
construction; (b) what is the total annual expenditure on repair of existing on-reserve 
housing; (c) which government departments or agencies provide investments in this 
area; (d) what is the government’s statutory responsibility for on-reserve housing; (e) 
what was the annual expenditure in fiscal years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 
2009-2010 and 2010-2011, distributed by department and program activity; and (f) 
what is the estimated annual expenditure in fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-2013, 
2013-2014 and 2014-2015, distributed by department and program activity? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 47—Ms. Joyce Murray: 


With regard to Western Economic Diversification (WED): (a) what was the total 
dollar value of repayable contributions and of repayable portions of partially- 
repayable contributions, made during fiscal years (i) 2006-2007, (11) 2007-2008, (iii) 
2008-2009, (iv) 2009-2010, (v) 2010-2011; (6) what is the total dollar amount repaid 
from contributions identified in (a); (c) what was the total value of non-repayable 
contributions made during fiscal years (i) 2006-2007, (ii) 2007-2008, (iii) 2008-2009, 
(iv) 2009-2010, (v) 2010-2011; (d) for each non-repayable contribution made in 
fiscal years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009 and 2009-2010, (i) which organiza- 
tion or individual received the contribution, (ii) what was the total dollar amount 
received, (iii) for what purpose was the contribution granted, (iv) who gave final 
approval for the contribution; (e) how many contracts were issued by WED in fiscal 
years (i) 2006-2007, (ii) 2007-2008, (iii) 2008-2009, (iv) 2009-2010, (v) 2010-2011; 
and (f) for each contract issued in fiscal years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009 and 
2009-2010, (i) which organization or individual received the contract, (ii) was the 
contract tendered or sole-sourced, (iii) if the contract was sole-sourced, why, (iv) if 
the contract was sole-sourced, who gave final approval, (v) what was the total dollar 
amount for each contract? 
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Question No. 48—Ms. Joyce Murray: 


With regard to Western Economic Diversification (WED): (a) what.is the total 
number of applications for green innovation and clean technology projects approved 
in fiscal year (i) 2006-2007, (ii) 2007-2008, (iii) 2008-2009, (iv) 2009-2010, (v) 
2010-2011; (6) which organization or individual received funding for each project in 
(a); (c) what dollar amount of funding was granted to each project in (a); (d) what 
was the total dollar amount of funding granted by WED to projects in (a) in fiscal 
year (i) 2006-2007, (ii) 2007-2008, (iii) 2008-2009, (iv) 2009-2010, (v) 2010-2011; 
(e) for each of the fiscal years 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009 and 2009-2010, 
what percentage of WED’s total expenses is comprised by the amount specified in 
the answers to (d)(i), (d)(ii), (d)(iii) and (d)(iv), respectively; (f) what is the total 
number of applications for green innovation and clean technology projects rejected in 
fiscal year (i) 2006-2007, (ii) 2007-2008, (iii) 2008-2009, (iv) 2009-2010, (v) 2010- 
2011; and (g) for each project application in (f), what was (i) the dollar amount of 
funding requested, (ii) the reason for the rejection? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 49—Ms. Joyce Murray: 


With regard to oil tanker spills on Canada’s coasts: (a) how many oil spills 
occurred from 1980 to 2011; and (6) for each spill that occurred during this time 
period, (i) where was the spill located, (ii) from what type of vessel did the spill 
originate, (iii) what was the carrying capacity of the vessel, (iv) how many cubic 
litres or barrels of oil was spilled, (v) what was the grade of the oil product spilled, 
(vi) what measures did the government take to respond to the spill, (vii) what 
measures did the government take to clean up the spill, (viii) how long did it take to 
execute (b)(vi) and (b)(vii), (ix) what was the total cost of (b)(vi) and (b)(vii), (x) if 
applicable, for what dollar amount or percentage of the costs attributed to (b)(vi) and 
(b)(vii) was the operating company of the vessel held liable, (xi) if applicable, what 
was the total dollar amount collected from the operating company for (b)(vi) and (b) 
(vii)? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 50—Ms. Joyce Murray: 


With regard to temporary resident visas: (a) for each fiscal year from 2006-2007 
to 2010-2011, how many applications for temporary resident visas were received by 
the Canadian offices in (i) Beijing, (ii) Hong Kong, (iii) Shanghai, (iv) New Delhi, 
(v) Mumbai, (vi) Chandigardh, (vii) Jakarta, (viii) Seoul, (ix) Kuala Lumpur, (x) 
Islamabad, (xi) Manila, (xii) Singapore, (xiii) Colombo, (xiv) Bangkok, (xv) Ho Chi 
Minh City, (xvi) Dhaka, (xvii) Mexico City, (xviii) Guadalajara, (xvix) Monterray, 
(xx) Prague; and (b) how many applications were issued by the offices listed in (a) 
for fiscal years (i) 2006-2007, (ii) 2007-2008, (iii) 2008-2009, (iv) 2009-2010, (v) 
2010-2011? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 52—Mr. Scott Andrews: 


With regard to Industry Canada and, more specifically, funding that has been 
provided through the department for broadband initiatives in Newfoundland and 
Labrador: (a) broken down by fiscal year, from 2007-2008 to date, (1) what specific 
amounts of funding have been approved for projects and under what program was the 
funding approved, (ii) what are the specific details of each project, (ii) when was the 
funding approved, (iv) how much funding was requested in the application, (v) who 
were the applicants for each project; (b) broken down by fiscal year, from 2007-2008 
to date, (i) how many applications were submitted that did not receive funding, (11) 
what were the individual requested amounts for each application, (iii) who were the 
applicants for each specific application; and (c) broken down by fiscal year, from 
2007-2008 to date, what were the total amounts of funding provided for broadband 
projects in Canada? 


(Return tabled) 


1178 COMMONS DEBATES September 19, 2011 


Routine Proceedings 


Question No. 53—Mr. Scott Andrews: 


With regard to Transport Canada and, more specifically, fees that have been 
collected from vessel owners, vessel operators and all marine traffic users as a result 
of access or entry to any port located geographically in Placentia Bay, for fiscal years 
2008-2009 and 2009-2010: (a) what fees have been paid to the government or any 
department, federal corporation or agency; and (b) what has been the reason or 
purpose of these collected fees and what are the specific amounts for each reason or 
purpose? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 55—Mrs. Maria Mourani: 


With regard to the Integrated Relocation Program (IRP), the contract for which 
was awarded to Brookfield Relocation Services in 2009, and for the period from 
April 1, 2010, to March 31, 2011: (a) how many relocation files were opened during 
this period; (6) what is the number of relocation files for each of the various 
departments and agencies, as well as the tenant-owner breakdown; and (c) for 
employee transfers involving the sale of property, what are the names of the “listing” 
real estate agents or brokers and their agencies? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No, 60—Mr. Massimo Pacetti: 


With respect to benefits paid to Deputy Ministers (DM) of government 
departments, broken down both by individual and by department, what is the 
amount of benefits paid to DMs, including, but not limited to: (a) club memberships 
or membership discounts for personal recreation or socializing purposes, such as 
fitness clubs, golf clubs or social clubs; (b) season tickets to cultural or sporting 
events; (c) access to private health clinics and medical services outside those 
provided by provincial healthcare systems or by the employer's group insured benefit 
plans; and (d) professional advisory services for personal matters, such as financial, 
tax or estate planning? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 61—Mr. Andrew Cash: 


With regard to the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) and its 
programs and initiatives related to homelessness and affordable housing: (a) how 
much funding is dedicated to the Residential Rehabilitation Assistance Program 
(RRAP); (6) what is the status of the RRAP with regard to program delivery for fiscal 
years 2011-2012, 2012-2013 and 2013-2014; (c) what is the status of any agreements 
with the provinces with regard to delivery of the RRAP, and, if no agreements are in 
place, what is the status of any negotiations with the provinces with regard to 
delivery of the RRAP; (d) broken down by electoral district, by fiscal year, how 
many applications for funding under the RRAP have been (i) received, (ii) approved, 
(ii) rejected; (e) broken down by electoral district, by fiscal year, (i) what are all 
applications approved for funding under the RRAP, including the amount of funding 
approved, (11) what are all applications denied funding under the RRAP, including the 
amount of funding requested and the reason for the rejection; (f) how much funding 
is dedicated to the Affordable Housing Initiative (AHI); (g) what is the status of the 
AHI with regard to program delivery for fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-2013 and 
2013-2014; (A) what is the status of any agreements with the provinces, with regard 
to delivery of the AHI, and, if no agreements are in place, what is the status of any 
negotiations with the provinces with regard to delivery of the AHI; (i) broken down 
by electoral district, by fiscal year, how many applications for funding under the AHI 
have been (i) received, (ii) approved, (iii) rejected; (7) broken down by electoral 
district, by fiscal’ year, (i) what are all applications approved for funding under the 
AHI, including the amount of funding approved, (ii) what are all applications denied 
funding under the AHI, including the amount of funding requested and the reason for 
rejection; (k) how much funding is dedicated to the Homelessness Partnering 
Strategy (HPS); (/) what is the status of the HPS with regard to program delivery for 
the fiscal years 2011-2012, 2012-2013 and 2013-2014; (m) what is the status of any 
agreements with the provinces, with regard to delivery of the HPS, and, if no 
agreements are in place, what is the status of any negotiations with the provinces with 
regards to delivery of the HPS; (7) broken down by electoral district, by fiscal year, 
how many applications for funding under the HPS have been (i) received, (ii) 
approved, (ili) rejected; (0) broken down by electoral district, by fiscal year, (i) what 
are all applications approved for funding under the HPS, including the amount of 
funding approved, (11) what are all applications denied funding under the HPS, 
including the amount of funding requested and the reason for rejection; (p) broken 
down by year and by type of funding, since 2006, how many new units of affordable 


housing have been built using CMHC funding; (g) how many people are currently on 
waiting lists for affordable housing, broken down by (1) province, (ti) municipality; 
and (r) since 2006, what was the average number of people on a waiting list for 
affordable housing, broken down (i) by province and year, (ii) by municipality and 
year? 


(Returnn tabled) 


Question No. 63—Mr. Andrew Cash: 


With regard to the Georgetown South rail line: (a) what is the total volume of 
correspondence received by the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Commu- 
nities and by departments for which the minister is responsible calling for the 
electrification of the rail line from (i) individuals, (ii) organizations, (ii) elected 
officials; (b) what is the total number of petition signatures received by the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and by departments for which the 
minister is responsible calling for the electrification of the rail line; (c) what are the 
names and addresses of all organizations in (a); (d) since 2006, what reports has the 
Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and the departments for which 
the minister is responsible produced or received regarding (1) the health impacts of 
diesel trains in urban centres, (ii) the benefits of electrification of urban rail, (iii) the 
noise pollution of diesel trains; (e) what, if any, federal funding has been provided for 
the Georgetown South rail line; (f) if federal funding was provided for the 
Georgetown South rail line, were any conditions put in place requiring the 
electrification of the rail line; and (g) what is the government's position on making 
the electrification of urban rail lines a condition for receiving federal funding for 
transit projects contained within an urban area? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 64—Hon. Bob Rae: 


With regard to the situation in Haiti following the recent earthquake: (a) at what 
meetings has the government participated where there were discussions concerning 
the promotion of effective leadership and good governance in Haiti; (b) what 
measures has the government undertaken to ensure that the money pledged to Haiti is 
getting delivered on the ground; (c) has the government looked into any other 
assistance programs besides direct economic aid to help the people of Haiti; and (d) 
what measures has the government taken to reopen the embassy in Haiti and restore 
consular services? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 65—Hon. Bob Rae: 


With regard to consular services: (a) what briefing notes has the Department of 
Foreign Affairs and International Trade received or produced regarding consular 
services in response to recent events in the Arab World Middle East and Northern 
Africa; (b) what measures has the government taken to ensure the safety of 
Canadians living abroad in response to recent events in the Middle East and Northern 
Africa; (c) what is the projected budget for consular services abroad over the next 3 
years; (d) what impact will any changes in the projected budget for consular services 
have on the number of personnel working in consular affairs outside of Canada; and 
(e) what impact will any changes in the projected budget for consular services have 
on the number of personnel working in consular affairs inside Canada? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 67—Mr. Sean Casey: 


With respect to the New Veterans Charter, the tax-free, lump-sum Disability 
Award, and the tax-free, lump-sum Death Benefit, between April 2005 and June 
2011: (a) how many recipients of the lump-sum Disability Award or the Death 
Benefit filed a complaint with the Department of Veterans Affairs Canada (VAC) 
about either benefit; (6) how many Disability Award or Death Benefit files have been 
forwarded to the Deputy Minister or Minister of Veterans Affairs' attention; (c) what 
was the nature of the problems associated with each case forwarded to the Minister in 
(b); (d) after receiving a lump-sum payment, how many recipients or their 
dependants requested additional funds; (e) has VAC experienced cost savings 
associated with the granting of the lump-sum Disability Award and Death Benefit, as 
compared to other longer-term assistance measures such as, but not limited to, the 
disability pension and health care benefits; (f) has VAC reviewed or evaluated the 
lump-sum Disability Award and Death Benefit programs; and (g) what findings or 
conclusions have been made by any reviews or evaluations in (f)? 
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(Return tabled) 
Question No. 69—Mr. Sean Casey: 


With respect to Agent Orange and Canadian veterans trying to obtain fair 
compensation for their exposure to Agent Orange spraying at Canadian Forces Base 
Gagetown: (a) what is the total amount of money spent by all federal departments 
and agencies, excluding the Department of Justice, on the defence against the 
Canadian veterans’ Agent Orange class action lawsuit (i) from July 1, 2005, to June 
1, 2011, Gi) from March 5, 2010, to June 1, 2011; (6) what is the total amount of 
money the government has spent to hire outside legal counsel in its defence against 
the Canadian veterans’ Agent Orange class action lawsuit (i) from July 1, 2005, to 
June 1, 2011, (ii) from March 5, 2010, to June 1, 2011; and (c) what is the total 
amount of money spent all federal departments and agencies, including all costs 
associated with the work of Department of Justice officials, on thé defence against 
the Canadian veterans’ Agent Orange class action lawsuit (i) from January 1, 2009, 
to June 1, 2011, (ii) from March 5, 2010, to June 1, 2011? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 70—Hon. Scott Brison: 


With regard to grants and contributions since 2008 at the Public Health Agency of 
Canada, what funding applications were approved by departmental officials but 
rejected by the Minister's office? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 72—Hon. Mauril Bélanger: 


With regard to public opinion polling across all governmental departments since 
January 1, 2011: (a) how many polls were conducted by each department; and (b) for 
each poll, what (i) was the subject matter of the poll, (ii) questions were asked, (iii) 
was the sample size, (iv) was the period of time in which the poll was conducted, (v) 
were the results, (vi) was the department for which the poll was conducted? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 74—Hon. Scott Brison: 


With regard to grants and contributions since 2008 at Citizenship and Immigration 
Canada, what funding applications were approved by departmental officials but 
rejected by the Minister's office? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 75—Hon. Scott Brison: 


With regard to grants and contributions since 2008 at Health Canada, what 
funding applications were approved by departmental officials but rejected by the 
Minister's office? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 78—Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia: 


With respect to the national crime prevention strategy and the youth gang 
prevention fund: (a) how much money has been spent on each of these programs in 
each fiscal year since 2005-2006; and (5) how much money has been spent on 
advertising for each of these programs in each fiscal year since 2005-2006? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 79—Hon. Denis Coderre: 


With respect to the safety management systems (SMS) put in place by airlines 
since 2005, and following the appearance of the Chair of the Canadian Federal Pilots 
Association before the Standing Committee on Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities on February 21, 2007: (a) how many SMS inspections were carried 
out by Transport Canada inspectors, and on which airlines; (b) for each inspection 
carried out by Transport Canada, was the airline in compliance with the security 
regulations in place at the time of inspection; (c) for each inspection that was 
completed on an airline that was not in compliance with the regulations, what 
measures were taken by the airline to ensure that compliance was achieved; (d) did 
Transport Canada verify Aveos SMS compliance and, if yes, when will its report be 
concluded; and (e) does Transport Canada intend to review the SMS regulations that 
airlines are subject to in the near future? 


Routine Proceedings 
(Return tabled) 
Question No. 81—Hon. Hedy Fry: 


With regard to the sale of Statistics Canada data and products, how much revenue 
external to Government of Canada sources did Statistics Canada make in fiscal years 
2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 from the sale of products and 
services, broken down by Census-related and non-Census-related products and 
services, excluding special surveys? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 82—Hon. Bob Rae: 


With regard to the rising costs of the F-35 stealth fighter jets and the fact that 
United States officials have publicly questioned the progress and efficacy of the F- 
35s: (a) in what meetings with the United States has the Department of Foreign 
Affairs and International Trade (DFAIT) or the Department of National Defence 
(DND) participated at which there were discussions of the increasing cost of the jets 
from the initial $9 billion assessment to approximately $21 billion; (b) in what 
meetings with the United States has DFAIT or DND participated at which there were 
discussions about the impact that production delays surrounding the F-35s would 
have on Canada’s timeline to receive the jets and the amount that the jets will cost; 
and (c) what is the most recent projected cost for Canada’s purchase of the F-35 jets? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 84—Mr. Sean Casey: 


With respect to staffing at Veterans Affairs Canada (VAC): (a) what is the 
breakdown, expressed as a percentage of the total number of VAC staff, of VAC staff 
who work in (i) the departmental headquarters in Ottawa, (ii) the departmental 
headquarters in Charlottetown, (iii) regional offices across Canada, (iv) sub-regional 
offices across Canada, (v) district offices across Canada; (6) what are the names and 
titles of departmental staff at the EX level and above in the Head Office in Ottawa; 
(c) what is the authorized number of employees on the Veterans Review and Appeal 
Board (VRAB); and (d) what is the breakdown of the location of the VRAB 
members and employees in the various regional and district offices of VAC? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 91—Mr. Ted Hsu: 


With regard to oil spill clean-ups in Northern Arctic waters: (a) what dispersants 
does the government use or have plans to use in this process; (b) what is the quantity 
of the government’s stocks of these dispersants; (c) what tests has the government 
conducted concerning the use of these dispersants in the clean-up of an Arctic oil 
spill; (d) what tests has the government conducted concerning the effects of these 
dispersants on (i) the Arctic environment, (ii) Arctic wildlife; (e) when and by whom 
were the tests in (c) and (d) conducted; (f) what were the costs of the tests in (c) and 
(d); (g) does the government have a regimen in place for the ongoing evaluation of 
dispersants to be used in Arctic spills; (h) how are the dispersants which the 
government evaluates graded in terms of effectiveness for use in the Arctic; (i) in the 
event of such an occurrence, does the government have plans to use a dispersant to 
break up a spill at the source of the leak in Arctic waters; (7) what is the government’s 
assessment of the effectiveness of the use of dispersants at the source of a spill in the 
clean-up process; and (4) what, if any, tests has the government conducted to develop 
a strategy for using dispersants to break up spills at the source, and what are the costs 
for these tests? 4 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 94—Hon. Hedy Fry: 


With regard to grants and contributions since 2008 at the Department of Human 
Resources and Skills Development, what funding applications were approved by 
departmental officials but rejected by the Minister's office? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 95—Hon. Hedy Fry: 


With regard to grants and contributions since 2008 at Status of Women Canada, 
what funding applications were approved by departmental officials but rejected by 
the Minister's office? 
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(Return tabled) 
Question No. 96—Hon. Mark Eyking: 


With regard to Canadian International Development Agency funding since 2009, 
what is the name of every organization that has not had its funding renewed? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 98—Hon. Geoff Regan: 


With regard to the operating budget freeze at Western Economic Diversification 
Canada: (a) what measures were taken to limit spending in the last fiscal year; (5) 
how many full-time and part-time employees were lost to attrition; (c) how many 
full-time or part-time employees were laid-off; (d) how many full-time and part-time 
employees were hired; and (e) what is the projected attrition rate over the next five 
years? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 100—Hon. Geoff Regan: 


With regard to grants and contributions under $25,000 granted by Status of 
Women Canada since January 1, 2008, what are: (a) the names of the recipients; (b) 
the amounts of the grant or contribution; (c) the dates of the grant or contribution; (d) 
the dates of length of funding; and (e) the descriptions of the purpose? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 105—Mr. Frank Valeriote: 


With regard to the purchase of 65 F-35(A) fighter jets for future use. in the 
Canadian Forces: (a) when and on how many occasions did the Department of 
National Defence (DND) submit a justification for “the legal authority to use an 
exception to competitive bidding”, as is required in section 3.15[a] of the Treasury 
Board Guideline; and (b) for each submission, referenced in the government’s 
response to part (a) of this question, that utilized the exception to competitive bidding 
found under section 3.15[a][iv] of the Treasury Board Guidelines, what justification 
is provided that would allow the government and DND to consider the F-35(A) as the 
only aircraft capable of meeting all of the department’s high-level mandatory 
requirements for this procurement project despite the department’s knowledge that 
the F-35(A) cannot meet the mandatory requirement pertaining to air-to-air 
refuelling? 


(Return tabled) 
Question No. 107—Hon. Gerry Byrne: 


With regard to the operations and management of Marine Atlantic Incorporated 
(MAI), what are the details of: (a) MAI’s (i) Corporate Plan 2004-2005 to 2009- 
2010, (ii) Corporate Plan 2005-2006 to 2010-2011, (iii) Corporate Plan 2006-2007 to 
2011-2012, (iv) Corporate Plan 2007-2008 to 2012-2013, (v) Corporate Plan 2008- 
2009 to 2013-2014, (vi) Corporate Plan 2009-2010 to 2014-2015; (b) each of the 
respective Corporate Plan Summaries for each Five Year Corporate Plan identified in 
(a); (c) all Minutes of Meetings of the Board of Directors of MAI held between 
January 1, 2004, and March 1, 2011; (d) all minutes, records or notes of Corporate 
Planning Sessions of the Board of Directors of MAI held between January 1, 2004, 
and March 1, 2011; (e) all President’s Reports submitted to the Board of Directors of 
MAI between January 1, 2004, and March 1, 2011; (f) all Chief Executive Officer's 
(CEO) Reports to the Board of Directors of MAI submitted between January 1, 2004, 
and March 1, 2011; (g) all reports, minutes of meetings or record of meetings held 
between either the President, the CEO or the Board of Directors or any Committee of 
the Board of Directors with either the Minister of State (Transport) or the Minister of 
Transportation, Infrastructure and Communities held between January 1, 2004, and 
March 1, 2011; (A) all reports, minutes of meetings or record of meetings held 
between either the President, the CEO or the Board of Directors or any Committee of 
the Board of Directors and either the Deputy Minister of Transport Canada or any 
Assistant or Associate Deputy Minister of Transport Canada held between January 1, 
2004, and March 1, 2011; (i) all draft reports, findings, recommendations and 
conclusions forwarded to Transport Canada by the two firms, Fleetway Incorporated 
and Oceanic Consulting Corporation, which were contracted to provide input on 
various aspects of MAI’s fleet renewal deliberations, as referred to in the President’s 
Report to the Board of Directors of MAI on September 23, 2005; (/) the final reports, 
findings, recommendations and conclusions submitted to either MAI or to Transport 
Canada by each of the two firms, Fleetway Incorporated and Oceanic Consulting 
Corporation, whom were contracted by either MAI or Transport Canada to provide 


input on various aspects of MAI’s fleet renewal; (k) all responses made by MAI to 
Transport Canada regarding MAI’s position on each of the recommendations arising 
out of MAI’s Advisory Committee report chaired by Captain Sid Hynes, as was 
requested of MAI by the Deputy Minister of Transport Canada, along with any 
replies to these messages from the recipients; (/) all minutes, records and notes of the 
meeting or meetings held between officials of MAI and representatives of Canadian 
shipyards regarding MAI’s fleet renewal requirements and bidding opportunities of 
new vessels; (m) all minutes, records and notes prepared by management officials of 
MAI providing references to an analysis on the future fleet renewal to either the 
President of MAI, the CEO of MAI or to the members of the Board of Directors of 
MAI; (n) all minutes, records and notes including electronic messages prepared by 
Transport Canada officials for either the Minister of Transportation, Communities 
and Infrastructure or the Minister of State (Transport) or to members of their 
respective offices, regarding analysis and discussion of the future fleet renewal 
recommendations provided by Fleetway Incorporated and by Oceanic Consulting 
Corporation along with any replies to these messages from the recipients; (0) all 
minutes, records and notes including electronic messages prepared by Transport 
Canada to the Minister of Transportation, Infrastructure and Communities or to the 
Minister of State (Transport) or to members of their respective offices, pertaining to 
the motion passed by MAI’s Board of Directors that MAI’s fleet replacement 
program consist of four new vessels along with any replies to these messages from 
the recipients; (p) all costs incurred to re-position the MV Blue Puttees from MAI 
facilities to St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador, for the unveiling ceremony 
presided over by the Prime Minister on February 11, 2011; (q) all costs incurred by 
MAI in the re-position the MV Blue Puttees from MAI facilities to St. John’s, 
Newfoundland and Labrador, for public display during the Hospitality Newfound- 
land and Labrador (HNL) Annual General Meeting and Convention held between 
February 24 to 27, 2011; (r) the cost of all public relations, advertising, marketing 
and promotion planning, preparation, activities and campaigns broken down by event 
or campaign incurred by or on behalf of MAI between April 1, 2010, and March 1, 
2011; (s) any incident reports from events that occurred affecting the MV Blue 
Puttees while in transit to St. John’s, Newfoundland and Labrador, for the February 
11, 2011, unveiling ceremony including the situation of listing of the vessel while 
enroute and the damage that occurred to both the St. John’s Port Authority docking 
facilities and to the MV Blue Puttees while docking in St. John’s for that event; and 
(t) any planned or potential labour force adjustment strategies or requirements within 
MAI expected or possible in the next three calendar years? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 110—Hon. Lawrence MacAulay: 


With regard to the government’s use of random selection in selecting applicants 
for jobs in the Public Service: (a) why is this process used over other possible 
selection processes; and (b) does the government have any plans to eliminate the 
random selection process in the future? 


(Return tabled) 


Question No. 111—Mr. Andrew Cash: 


With regard to the Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) and 
promotional items: (a) broken down by fiscal year, since 2006, what was the total 
amount spent on CMHC branded promotional items; (b) broken down by fiscal year, 
since 2006, what types of CMHC branded promotional items were purchased by the 
CMHC; (c) broken down by fiscal year, since 2006, what was the total amount spent 
on each type of CMHC branded promotional item; (d) broken down by fiscal year, 
since 2006, what was the total volume purchased of each type of CMHC branded 
promotional item; and (e) what is the current inventory level of each type of CMHC 
promotional item? 


(Return tabled) 


*Question No. 21—Ms. Elizabeth May : 


With regard to the 2010 G8/G20 Summits in Ontario: (a) what was the chain of 
command relating to security; (b) what Canadian law enforcement and security 
forces were involved; (c) what international security experts or agencies were 
involved; and (d) did such agencies recommend kettling people at intersections? 


(Return tabled) 
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[English] 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker,.I ask that the remaining 
questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Speaker: The Chair has notice of a question of privilege 
from the hon. member for Malpeque, and I will recognize him now. 


LME OM 5 


PRIVILEGE 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED PROCUREMENT CONCERNING CANADIAN WHEAT 
BOARD. 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise on a 
question of privilege on an issue which I believe constitutes a 
contempt of the House by the government in relation to the publicly 
stated efforts of the government to undermine the Canadian Wheat 
Board with the intent to destroy the Canadian Wheat Board. Prior to 
referencing precedents which support this submission, I would 
provide the following by way of background. 


According to the federal government's MERX web site, operated 
and controlled by Public Works and Government Services Canada, 
the following notice of proposed procurement was placed on the site 
on August 11, 2011: Reference Number 225648, entitled “Assess- 
ment and Identification of Assets and Financial Contracts of the 
Canadian Wheat Board”. The contracting authority listed is a senior 
contracting officer with Agriculture and Agri-food Canada. Accord- 
ing to the notice of description contained on the site, the purpose of 
the contract is stated as follows: 

The purpose of the audit is to provide reasonable assurance of the total financial 
impact of the repeal of the Canadian Wheat Board Act and the dissolution or winding 


up of the CWB after the final pooling periods (expected to be July 31, 2012). The 
final pool period may be conducted as usual under the Act. 


The notice of description continues under the audit's objectives: 


A. To provide assurance that the financial reporting is up to date and that all 
financial transactions have been accurately recorded in order to determine the 
potential financial impact of the repeal of the Canadian Wheat Board Act and the 
dissolution or winding up of the CWB. 


B. To provide assurance that all agreements/contractual and licencing agreements 
and all marketing plans as well as the security provided for those said plans entered 
into by the Canadian Wheat Board are all documented and verified in order to 
determine any potential liabilities and to review all termination clauses. This will also 
include a review of all documentation with financial implications, such as 
outstanding legal actions. 


The Speaker will note that on at least two occasions in the notice 
of description, the government has stated clearly and unequivocally 
that the reason for the audits is based upon “the repeal of the 
Canadian Wheat Board Act and the dissolution or winding up of the 
Ewe”. 


The contempt arises from the direct reference that the repeal of the 
Canadian Wheat Board Act and dissolution or winding up the 
Canadian Wheat Board will follow the final pooling periods 
expected July 31, 2012. 


In other words, there is the presumption that the repeal of the : 


Canadian Wheat Board Act, a procedure which can only be 
Sanctioned by an act of Parliament, will in fact occur. The 
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government has made no secret of the fact that legislation to repeal 
the Canadian Wheat Board Act will be introduced this fall. That is its 
right. What the government has not stated as clearly as does the 
notice of proposed procurement is that the pith and substance of the 
act will be the “dissolution or winding up of the CWB”. 


It is my submission that the posting of this notice of proposed 
procurement with the wording provided is a contempt of this House 
on the basis that no legislation has been tabled, let alone passed, 
upon which such a specific intent can be supported. 


I would add to this submission the following. 


In the July 28, 2011 issue of the Western Producer, an article 
appeared entitled, “Open market will kill CWB”. In the article 
reference was made to the establishment by the Minister of 
Agriculture and Agri-Food of a task force, which is “to look at 
issues that are likely to arise once legislation to end the single desk is 
passed.” The task force is chaired by Agriculture Canada deputy 
minister John Knubley and consists of representatives of the 
Canadian Grain Commission, Canadian International Grains In- 
stitute, Grain Growers of Canada, Pulse Canada, and the Canola 
Council of Canada. 


@ (1530) 


On September 6, 2011, my office received from Agriculture and 
Agri-Food Canada the terms of reference of that task force. As the 
Speaker will note, the opening statement of the terms of reference 
reads as follows: 

The group will take as given that: 


— all grains will be removed from the monopoly by August 2012. 


I would further note that the reference of the task force provides 
for the expenditure of public funds of which has yet to be revealed to 


this House. I quote: 


We are targeting up to four meetings in Winnipeg between mid-July and early 
September, with video/tele conferencing as required. The Department will reimburse 
invited participants for approved travel expenses. 


It is my understanding that the minister was to receive a report 
from that task force on September 15, 2011. 


There is no ambiguity to this statement. Given the specifics 
contained in the notice of proposed procurement referenced above, 
the terms of reference of the task force complement the procurement 
notice and serve to reinforce the contempt I am outlining, namely, 
that neither the notice of procurement nor the terms of the task force 
cited are based upon any legitimate action of the House, which is the 
only body that can authorize a repeal of the Canadian Wheat Board 
Act and the dissolution or winding up of the CWB. 


The government presumes that the act has been repealed, which in 
fact it has not. It has not been presented; it has not been debated; it 
has not been amended or in any way pronounced upon by the House 
or the other body down the corridor. 


By way of precedence, I refer the Speaker to the decision of 
Speaker Fraser on October 10, 1989, at pages 4457 to 4461 of 
Debates, as contained in Selected Decisions of Speaker John A. 
Fraser, pages 3 to 11. The context of the decision was the following: 
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In August 1989, during the summer recess, the Government placed an 
advertisement in newspapers across the country stating that the proposed new 
Goods and Services Tax (GST) would come into effect on January 1, 1991. When the 
session resumed on September 25, 1989, the...Leader of the Opposition raised a 
question of privilege relating to the said advertisement. He was of the opinion that by 
placing newspaper advertisements announcing an effective date for the GST, the 
Government denied the role of Parliament in the imposition of taxes and thereby 
prejudiced proceedings of the House and its committees. 


Speaker Fraser indicated it was not his intent, and rightly so, to 
rule upon the content of any legislation the government proposed or 
brought forward to the House, and it is not the intent of this 
submission either. However, Speaker Fraser did begin by expound- 
ing upon the arguments presented by the Liberal leader at the time, 
and I quote from pages 4 and 5 of Selected Decisions of Speaker 
John À. Fraser: 


_..first, that the advertisement prejudices the future proceedings of the House and 
of the Finance Committee...; and second, that the advertisement is a contempt of 
Parliament because it leads readers to infer that the House has no role in the 
passage of the tax, thus misleading the Canadian public concerning the 
procedures employed by Parliament in adopting such legislation. 


As to the first point, Speaker Fraser did acknowledge that the 
House did have before it a technical paper on the-subject which was 
under discussion. This is a fact not in evidence on the matter that I 
now raise before the House. 


The Conservative government of the day, in its defence, presented 
the following in response. Again, I quote from page 5 of Selected 
Decisions of Speaker John A. Fraser: 


[The Minister of Justice] explained that in the budget which was approved by the 
House, the government had indicated that the Goods and Services Tax would be 
implemented on January 1, 1991. Finally, since the Committee is presently studying 
the issue, he suggested that no case can be made for the claim that the Committee's 
work is being impeded. 


@ (1535) 


Again, Mr. Speaker, neither of the facts referenced by the then 
minister of justice are in evidence with respect to the matter I now 
place before you regarding the Canadian Wheat Board. There is no 
reference to the Canadian Wheat Board in any context in the budget 
the government tabled on June 6, 2011, nor has a technical paper nor 
a cost benefit analysis of any kind been presented to the House. 


Finally, neither is the agriculture committee nor any other 
committee of the House examining in any respect the issue of the 
Canadian Wheat Board. 


However, the government has stated in its notice of proposed 
procurement a specific date as to when the functioning of the 
Canadian Wheat Board's pooling system, as currently provided for 
by an act of Parliament, will cease, that being July 31, 2012. 


Speaker Fraser went to considerable length to provide clarification 
as to what constitutes a contempt. In this regard he cited Speaker 
Sauvé of October 29, 1980 at page 4214 of Hansard. Rather than 
take time to quote at length those remarks, I would refer to the 
Selected Decisions of Speaker John A. Fraser on pages 6 and 7. 
Speaker Fraser was quite clear and this point is key to the argument I 
present today. I must quote from page 10 of Selected Decisions of 
Speaker John À. Fraser: 


However, I want the House to understand very clearly that if your Speaker ever 
has to consider a situation like this again, the Chair will not be as generous. This is a 
case which, in my opinion, should never occur. I expect the Department of Finance 
and other departments to study this ruling carefully and remind everyone within the 
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Public Service that we are a parliamentary democracy, not a so-called executive 
democracy, nor a so-called administrative democracy. 


Speaker Fraser concluded by stating: 


This advertisement may not be a contempt of the House in the narrow confines of 
procedural definition, but it is, in my opinion, ill-conceived and does a great 
disservice to the great traditions of this place... [T]his ad is objectionable and should 
never be repeated. 


He went on to say: 


[I]f ever this issue has to be debated and considered by this House again these 
comments will serve to guide the House in its deliberations. 


I want to repeat that, Mr. Speaker, because it is important to your 
decision: 
[I]f ever this issue has to be debated and considered by this House again these 
comments will serve to guide the House in its deliberations. 


I would add to the preceding the following from a decision by 
Speaker Parent, found at pages 8987 to 8988 of Debates March 13, 
1997 and referenced in Selected Decisions of Speaker Parent on 
pages 7 and 8 wherein Speaker Parent, in reference to a matter 
related to government advertising in the public domain prior to final 
passage of legislation stated: 


[W]here the government issues communications to the public containing allusions 
to measures before the House, it would be advisable to choose words and terms that 
leave no doubt as to the disposition of these measures. 


Those whose duty it is to approve the wording of communications to the public 
for a Minister must surely be aware that the terms used in parliamentary language 
have a very specific meaning. Trying to avoid them or to use them for advertising 
purposes shows a lack of consideration for the institution of Parliament and the role 
of the Members in the legislative process. 


What should be taken note of is the fact that the Conservative 
government of the day, in respecting the admonition of the Speaker, 
withdrew from circulation brochures referencing the implementation 
of the goods and services tax at that time. 


@ (1540) 


In responding to a question of privilege concerning the 
distribution of brochures related to the implementation of the GST, 
on December 18, 1989, at page 12 of the Selected Decisions of 
Speaker John A. Fraser, he stated: 


…subsequent to the Chair's ruling on the advertisements for the GST, steps had 
been taken to have all offending materials returned to the Department. 


I refer as well to a ruling by Speaker Milliken on the issue of 
privilege again related to government advertising found at pages 
6276 and 6278 of Debates, May 29, 2008. In his decision, Speaker 
Milliken stated that the advertising in question at the time contained 
caveats which demonstrated that there was no “misrepresentation of 
the proceedings of the House or of any presumption of the outcome 
of its deliberations”. 


He also stated: 


It is with these precedents in mind that I reviewed the advertisements in question. 
They contain phrases such as “the Government of Canada is proposing measures”, 
“These important measures, once in effect,” and “These measures are currently 
before Parliament”. In my view, the advertisements clearly acknowledge that these 
measures are not yet in place. 


Even a cursory examination of the text of the advertisement: 
placed on the government MERX website on August 11 of this year 
fails to meet the test of clarity referred to by Speaker Milliken in his | 
decision of May 29, 2008 referenced above. 
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I would also point to a statement of the government House leader 
on May 15, 2008, on page 5922 of Debates, during a debate on a 
question of privilege related to government advertisements wherein 
he stated: 


...that advertising undertaken by the government should not presume or suggest 
that a decision had been made already when it had not been taken by the House of 
Commons or by Parliament. 


Obviously, the government's actions with the MERX ad and the 
actions of spokesmen in western Canada are clearly operating on the 
assumption that the Canadian Wheat Board Act is gone as of next 
year. Legislation has not even been introduced in the House. 


At page 85 of the second edition of the House of Commons 
Procedure and Practice it states: 
By far, most of the cases of privilege raised in the House relate to matters of 


contempt challenging the perceived authority and dignity of Parliament and its 
Members. 


In that regard, I would remind the House of the decision of 
Speaker Milliken on March 19, 2001, at pages 1839 to 1840 of 
Debates. With respect to a matter of the failure of the government to 
provide a legislative briefing to members, the Speaker stated: 


To deny to members information concerning business that is about to come before 
the House, while at the same time providing such information to media— 


Or in the case before the House today, the public and potential 
contractors: 


...that will likely be questioning members about that business, is a situation that 
the Chair cannot condone. 


In respect to the matter I have presented today, it is my submission 
that the government has failed to heed the advice and admonish- 
ments of the government House leader himself or of previous 
Speakers on this matter. 


Just before I close, to add a little context I would also add this one 
final point with respect to the actions of the government in this 
matter. 


Section 47(1) of the Canadian Wheat Board Act is very germane 
to the argument presented today, which in part states: 


The Minister shall not cause to be introduced in Parliament a bill that would 
exclude any kind, type, class or grade of wheat or barley, or wheat or barley produced 
in any area in Canada, from the provisions of Part IV, either in whole or in part, or 
generally, or for any period, or that would extend the application of Part III or Part IV 
or both Parts III and IV to any other grain, unless 


a. the Minister has consulted with the board about the exclusion or extension; and 
b. the producers of the grain have voted in favour of the exclusion or extension, 
the voting process having been determined by the Minister. 


@ (1545) 


It is my submission that the announcement that the government is 
seeking audit advice on the process of “dissolution or winding up of 
the CWB”, which will be under way by July 31, 2012, constitutes a 
breach of the act as it currently stands. 


As far as I am aware, the government has not consulted with the 
board of directors of the Canadian Wheat Board on any bill 
presented to Parliament and the minister has not called for any 
plebiscite of producers in respect to that legislation. In fact, the 
Canadian Wheat Board held a plebiscite in which 62% said they do 
not want the minister to touch the bill. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1183 


Privilege 


To summarize, the case of contempt I present here is different 
from that raised on October 8, 1989, in the following aspects. 


First, the notice to propose procurement is clear in that it is 
proposing to let a contract for audits of the Canadian Wheat Board, 
based upon the stated fact of “dissolution or winding up of the CWB 
after the final pooling periods (expected to be July 31, 2012)”. 


Second, unlike the 1989 case referred to, the government has not 
even attempted to provide this House or any committee of this House 
with any kind of technical paper or any indication that it has done 
due diligence and completed its own economic impact assessment on 
any proposed changes to the Canadian Wheat Board, let alone 
“dissolution or winding up”. 


Given the admonition of Speaker Fraser, it is my submission that 
the case he warned against reappearing has now arisen and one with 
even less legitimacy than that of the one he decided upon in October 
1989. As a consequence, it is my submission that the text of the 
notice of proposed procurement and the terms of reference of the 
task force established by the Minister of Agriculture would leave the 
reader to conclude that the Canadian Wheat Board will be repealed, 
even though no such legislation in any form has been tabled in this 
House, and that in less than a year the Canadian Wheat Board will be 
in the process of dissolution and winding up, two facts which will 
negatively impact upon the board, those farmers operating under it 
and those doing business with that board. 


My privilege, as well as that of all members of the House, has 
been affected by the fact that the public has been placed in a position 
to conclude that Parliament has acted on the future of the Canadian 
Wheat Board on the basis of a notice of procurement when in fact it 
has not. 


Therefore, I would seek from the Speaker a finding of contempt 
and I am prepared to move the appropriate motion. 


@ (1550) 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise on the same point. I will try to be far more concise than my 
colleague from Malpeque. 


Let me state at the outset that there is clearly no case of privilege 
here. There is no contempt that is being sought by the member for 
Malpeque. The hon. member went to great lengths to try to compare 
a situation that occurred with public advertising in 1989 regarding 
the GST with the situation we have before us now where there was a 
notice of procurement not made in general terms to the general 
public but specifically to a company called MERX. 


Mr. Speaker, that is critical in your determinations, because we 
have always stated our intentions to make fundamental organiza- 
tional changes to the Canadian Wheat Board. We have campaigned 
for four successive elections on that. The last election concluded in 
May of this year was no different. 
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Therefore, there is no question that the general public, producers 
across western Canada, and anyone else for that matter knows the 
intentions of our government. We have not introduced legislation yet 
giving any details of that. When and if that legislation is introduced, 
we have not stated in any unequivocal or definitive way that there 
would be a date for the conclusion of that legislation. 


The member for Malpeque is clearly trying to draw a very long 
bow by taking a request for procurement with an end date to the 
company that may want to submit a tender and stating that clearly 
since there was a date contained in the ad of request for procurement 
that must be the date that the government feels this legislation will 
have been concluded. That is a very long bow to draw and is simply 
incorrect. There is no definitive statement that the Government of 
Canada has put out any public advertisements stating that by a 
certain date in the future the Canadian Wheat Board legislation will 
have passed. We have not even introduced the legislation so there 
can be no contempt. 


The member for Malpeque is on his tirade once more trying to 
suggest that Canadian producers in western Canada will be somehow 
aggrieved by changes to the Canadian Wheat Board. We take a 
different view. We have stated that many times quite publicly. 


In this particular question of privilege that the member raises, 
there is no question of contempt whatsoever because nowhere has 
there been any public advertising presented by the Government of 
Canada giving an end date to legislation that has not even been 
introduced. The advertisement the member is referring to is merely a 
request for procurement which provides a date for those companies 
that are interested to submit their tenders to the government . That is 
all. It does not state that the government intends to have legislation 
passed by any specific date. In fact, there has been no indication in a 
public venue or any public advertisement whatsoever that the 
government plans to even introduce legislation and at what date. 


I know the member opposes the government's plan to give 
marketing freedom to Canadian western producers, but we will do 
so. We will introduce legislation that will be debated in the House. 
All members of this place as well as members of the agriculture 
committee will have a chance to examine and to speak to the 
legislation when and if it is introduced. However, it has not been 
introduced and there is no contempt. 


In conclusion, I would suggest to my friend from Malpeque that 
while he has differing views from the government on the rights of 
Canadian farmers to market their grain as they see fit there is no 
contempt in this case. 


However, as I am sure my friend from Malpeque wishes to engage 
in further debate on this, I ask that we be allowed to reserve the right 
to comment further if needed in the near future. 


@ (1555) 
Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like the opportunity to intervene first on the point of privilege raised 


by my colleague from Malpeque and also provide some comments 
on the intervention by the parliamentary secretary. 


I would start by saying that the parliamentary secretary stood and 
very categorically announced that there is no breach of parliamentary 
privilege or contempt here. I only raise this point to put to you, Mr. 


Speaker, that it is not for him to make that determination, but for you 
as the Speaker of the House to determine whether my colleague from 
Malpeque has a legitimate point of privilege and whether a finding 
of contempt may in fact stem from it. 


Addressing my colleague's point, we took note as well that the. 
request for proposals on the MERX website that took place in 
August very clearly stated a wish for help in evaluating and auditing 
the wrap-up costs associated with terminating the Canadian Wheat 
Board's single desk monopoly by July 31, 2012. In other words, the 
Canadian Wheat Board as we know it would cease to exist on 
August 1, 2012. I agree with him and ask you, Mr. Speaker, given 
that Speakers are bound by jurisprudence and precedent, to take note 
of the precedents that he cited, not from one Speaker but three 
separate Speakers, that such an announcement can presuppose, 
undermine and prejudice the parliamentary procedure that necessa- 
rily determines legislation and would be able to result in the final 
abolishing of the Canadian Wheat Board. 


I would point out that it is not only the collective privilege of 
members of Parliament that is being impacted by this presupposition, 
this announcement for all the world to see, that the Wheat Board is 
finished, over and dead. It is not only those of us in the chamber who 
are impacted, but the rural Prairie economy is also affected by such 
an announcement. If this announcement gazetted on the MERX 
website was so benign and innocuous, as the parliamentary secretary 
would have us believe, why do we see the spike in the share prices of 
the very grain companies that will benefit by assuming the very 
lucrative market share left behind by the $6 billion a year corporation 
that the government is so hell-bent and determined to dismantle? If 
this announcement was so innocuous, why are the share prices going 
up in these companies in anticipation of what the government has 
very publicly announced? 


We should take note that the Minister of Agriculture and Agri- 
Food, the minister who is responsible for the Canadian Wheat Board 
and who should by all rights be the Wheat Board's greatest 
champion, not its worst enemy and saboteur, has visited the offices 
of the Canadian Wheat Board only one time, and for 20 minutes, 
although some argue it was 22 minutes. He was being timed. 


We just learned this from the CEO of the Canadian Wheat Board 
during our meetings in Quebec City not three days ago. It was 
announced to us that the one and only time the Minister of 
Agriculture and Agri-Food responsible for the Wheat Board has ever 
visited the Canadian Wheat Board was to announce to it this summer 
that on July 31 it will cease to exist and that on August 1, 2012, there 
will be no more single desk monopoly for marketing grain through 
the Canadian Wheat Board. 


That is a public declaration. That is an announcement. That is not 
even giving us the right to entertain first reading, second reading, 
committee stage, third reading and report stage of a piece of 
legislation before the government has decreed by its advertising in 
MERX and by its public declaration to the directors of the Canadian 
Wheat Board that they are finished. That does undermine, sabotage 
and strip away my privilege as a parliamentarian to effect change to 
that legislation. 
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It may be that the government will not get its legislation through. 
It may well be that it becomes amended or modified or ameliorated, 
or that some of the worst aspects of it do not succeed, even though it 
has a majority. 


@ (1600) 


We know that for the government to meet that July 31 deadline, 
that legislation has to clear the Senate by December 15. The 
members on this side will not allow that to happen. We will use 
every parliamentary procedure possible to ensure that the govern- 
ment does not get legislation passed, if we cannot amend it to modify 
it. 


That means the government will be undermining the Prairie 
economy, destabilizing the key industry in our agricultural sector, 
throwing confusion and chaos into the marketing of grain and grain 
exports. Grain to Manitoba is what oil is to the province of Alberta. 
The government cannot be so cavalier and reckless. 


The government intends to dismantle the largest and most 
successful grain marketing company in the world by July 31, 
2012, and it does not even know what it will cost. It is only starting 
to ask now for some help in auditing the impact. Never mind the fact 
that the government has not done a cost benefit analysis. It has not 
even done an initial adjudication as to what this might cost. 


The figures from the Canadian Wheat Board directors are loosely 
$500 million in wrap-up costs. A $6 billion a year corporation 
cannot be wrapped up without some closing costs, not when the 
government has just contracted to buy new ships for the Great Lakes, 
not when it has producer cars, not when it has standing contracts that 
it will have to break. 


I would add my voice to ask you, Mr. Speaker, to take note of the 
tulings as set out by my colleague, the hon. member for Malpeque, 
and to take into consideration that the unilateral and arbitrary 
declaration by the government that the Wheat Board is over is 
deleterious to my privilege as a member of Parliament, deleterious to 
the Prairie economy and deleterious to the Prairie farm producers 
who count on the Wheat Board to provide the best return for their 
grain sales. 


Speakers are guided by precedent and jurisprudence and there is 
an abundance of jurisprudence that supports the point that my 
colleague raises, that we are being denied that most fundamental 
right and privilege of all members of Parliament, and that is to 
determine the outcome of legislation and not have it presupposed by 
a government that has very little respect for Parliament. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
will be brief and stick to the principle of process, about which I 
believe all of us need to be concerned. 


My colleague made reference to citations through Speaker Fraser 
and talked about how important it was that we respect the institution 
that we belong to and that we participate fully. We have to be very 
careful of the dangerous slope that we are going into. 


When governments or departments make a mistake, there is a 
great deal of honour in coming forward and saying that they made a 
mistake and that they will ensure it is not going to happen again. 
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I would love to see a government minister, the acting House 
leader, whomever from the government benches, recognize that 
Speaker Fraser in his comments, which have been referenced in 
addressing this motion, are in fact applicable for today's motion. 


It is indeed critically important that when a minister's office or the 
government takes an action in anticipation that a bill is ultimately 
going to be coming through the House of Commons and passed, that 
is in fact wrong. The process of the House of Commons has to be 
allowed to do the things that it needs to do in order to ensure that we 
operate from within the law. 


I would ultimately argue that government should not be 
presuming how the House of Commons will vote on any given issue. 


I know from personal experience back in 1986 everyone believed 
that the Manitoba budget would pass because it had a majority 
government. No government advertising was entered into prior to the 
budget that was supposed to pass. The government advertising for 
the budget always occurs post-passage or post-introduction of the 
budget itself. In 1986 that budget did not pass even though there was 
a majority government. | 


My suggestion 1s to put the emphasis on the process. We need to 
be looking at that. I believe my colleague highlighted Speaker Fraser 
in his remarks to ensure the integrity of the House of Commons is 
maintained. I would suggest that, at the very least, the right thing 
would be for the minister responsible to stand in his place, recognize 
that a mistake has been made, state that he will go out of his way to 
ensure that it does not occur again and that the problem currently in 
place is fixed. 


© (1605) 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I know you will be making 
your decision available to all of us in the very near future. I would 
reiterate just one or two points that I made in my first intervention. 


Both members from the third party and the member from the 
official opposition seemed to suggest that the RFP that was put on 
the MERX web site categorically gave a deadline for alterations to 
the Canadian Wheat Board, in other words for legislation to be 
concluded. That is not the case. It was merely a request for MERX to 
supply a proposal to our government and gave a deadline for when 
we wish that proposal to be in our hands. It did not refer to the 
legislation itself. In fact, as I mentioned earlier, the legislation has 
not yet been introduced. There will be ample opportunities for debate 
on that piece of legislation when and if it is introduced in this House. 


However, our intentions have always. been clear, so to suggest, as 
my hon. colleague from the official opposition mentioned, that we 
are somehow undermining the ability of parliamentarians or 
destroying or undermining the economy of Canadian western grain 
producers, is absolutely false. Canadian western producers have 
known for years the intentions of our government and they have 
overwhelmingly voted in rural ridings across western Canada for a 
Conservative majority government, which they now have. 
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To my colleague from Winnipeg Centre who says that any 
changes to the Canadian Wheat Board as advocated by our 
government may destroy the agricultural economy, I would point 
out two illustrations. One is of a producer who contacted me in my 
riding and said two years ago that his farming operation lost 
$250,000 because he could not market his barley to the highest 
bidder. He was forced to sell his barley through the Canadian Wheat 
Board and it cost his farming operation $250,000. I would like the 
member for Malpeque or any other member to stand in this place and 
please respond to that producer as to why the Canadian Wheat Board 
was a good deal for him. 


In response to questions about the agricultural economy, the 
Minister of Agriculture pointed out today quite correctly that one of 
the benefits of having a voluntary wheat board is the positive impact 
it would have on value-added industries actually starting up their 
businesses in Canada. Right now because of the Wheat Board, pasta 
plants, value-added plants and industries like that are not allowed in 
Canada. They have to find their place of business to be set up 
otherwise. There are four or five of those examples south of the 
border. They do not fundamentally understand what the Wheat 
Board means in terms of restrictions to agricultural industry. That is 
fine. We can have that debate. We hope to be able to educate them 
when legislation is introduced, if it is introduced. 


In conclusion, to suggest that because of a request for proposal to 
an industry on a web site, that it be the end date of the legislation we 
have yet to introduce is sheer folly. It absolutely makes no sense. In 
my view, there is no basis for privilege. There is certainly no basis 
for contempt. : 


I would ask, Mr. Speaker, that you give a response to this very 
important question at your earliest opportunity. 


®@ (1610) 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Mr. Speaker, the deputy House leader is 
absolutely wrong in his remarks and I will make two points to prove 
SO. 


The deputy leader talked about the contract with MERX. The 
advertisement tells the contractor, whoever it might be, and, through 
that advertisement, the public, that it must assume that the Canadian 
Wheat Board ceases to exist. That is the assumption that is made 
when in fact that can only be done through legislation in the House. 
We are not operating in a dictatorship where the executive branch of 
government decides all. The deputy House leader is absolutely 
wrong on that point. 


Second, I will refer members back to my remarks. I indicated in 
my remarks that the Minister of Agriculture set up a task force. On 
September 6 of this year, my office received from Agriculture and 
Agri-Food Canada the terms of reference of that task force. The very 
first term of reference reads: 


This group will take as given that: 
all grains will be removed from the monopoly by August 2012. 


I will quote it again for the deputy House leader. The group, the 
task force, appointed and paid for by the Government of Canada, 
will take “as a given that: all grains will be removed from the 
monopoly by August 2012”. That is clearly operating on presump- 
tion. Legislation has not even been entered into but it will be gone. A 
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task force has even been set up. We need to keep in mind that the 
task force was basically secret. Public meetings were not called for 
farmers to be heard. It was just an internal, little select body chaired 
by the deputy minister of agriculture. 


Mr. Speaker, I do not think you have any choice but to rule 
contempt of the privileges of the House on the actions of the 
Government of Canada in this particular matter. 


The Speaker: I thank all hon. members for their submissions. I 
can assure them that I will take this issue under advisement and 
come back to the House in due course. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 


PREVENTING HUMAN SMUGGLERS FROM ABUSING 
CANADA'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-4, 
Preventing Human Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration 
System Act, be read the second time and referred to a committee, 
and of the amendment. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. 
The Minister of Immigration provided his comments on this 
particular bill and I do have questions that I want to pose to him. 
The tradition in the chamber has been to allow opposition members 
to question a minister on legislation right after he or she has spoken. 
The Minister of Immigration has spoken and I do have questions. 
When will I get the opportunity to pose the questions to the minister? 


The Speaker: Unfortunately, since the minister is not available to 
be here for the question and comment portion of his speech, the 
tradition of the House is to move on to the next speaker. I will give 
the floor now to the hon. member for Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca. 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to speak to Bill C-4, first, because of its severe impact 
on legitimate refugees who come to Canada; second, because of its 
direct conflict with Canada's international obligations; and third, 
because it takes Canada once again down the wrong-headed road of 
trying to use incarceration as a solution for social problems. 


Looking at the title, Preventing Human Smugglers from Abusing 
Canada's Immigration System Act, one might wonder why anyone 
would be concerned. We all share a common concern about the 
financial exploitation of desperate refugees. We all share concerns 
about the unsafe transportation of refugees to Canada. However, the 
title of the act is clearly more about spin than about information. It is 
designed to provoke a, “well who could disagree with that”, kind of 
response. Unfortunately, it is something we have seen all too often 
on Conservative bills. 


Early in the debate, the parliamentary secretary for immigration 
said that Canadians clearly voted for this measure. In fact, if they had 
read the title and if this were a vote determining measure, then it was 
certainly with the expectation that this bill would contain significant 
measures targeting human smugglers. 
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However, when we actually look at the bill, what do we find? We 
find only two significant measures targeting those smugglers. These 
two measures might perhaps be helpful. One makes the endanger- 
ment of life and safety for those being transported an aggravating 
factor when it comes to sentencing. This is something for which we 
might find support from all sides of the House. 


Second, there is a measure that would extend the time for 
initiating proceedings against smugglers from six months to five 
years. As we all know, human smuggling cases can be quite 
complicated. Again, this is a measure that might find a degree of 
support from all sides of the House and might pass quickly. 


The other measures directed at smugglers are of questionable use. 
They once again stem from the Conservative's approach of trying to 
deter crime through mandatory minimum sentences and large fines 
even though all the literature in all kinds of criminal activity and 
behaviour show that these do not serve as deterrents. I think the 
problem for the government was that there was not much to do in the 
area of targeting human smugglers because the maximum penalties 
are already life in prison and up to $1 million in fines. 


Why the dramatic title? Unfortunately, the government either 
believes in its own rhetoric, which is based on fear, or the 
government is attempting simply to enhance its tough guy image at 
the expense of legitimate refugees. 


How large is this problem? Of the 30,000 refugee claimants who 
might arrive in any given year, less than 2% are estimated to have 
arrived at the hands of smugglers or in the famous cases of the two 
ships that came. That is less than 2% or 300-500 people out of more 
than 33,000 claimants. We are taking a sledge hammer to what is a 
very real but very small problem. 


Still, if we were under siege by human smugglers, there are 
solutions that would quickly address this problem without draconian 
attacks on refugee rights and without incurring enormous long-term 
costs of incarceration. These are quite simple. They are enhanced 
enforcement and the expeditious determination of refugee claims. 
Both of those measures require annual adequate funding to the 
Department of Citizenship and Immigration and to law enforcement 
agencies. However, when we have a government that is now 
obsessed with cuts to public agencies, we cannot expect them to be 
able to do the enforcement work and do the determinations of 
refugee claims in an expeditious manner, which would actually take 
away the problem of smugglers and abuse of the system. 


I will outline the main content of the bill because it is this content 
that gives rise to my concern. It is this content that I do not really 
understand. Bill C-4 is an attack on legitimate refugees who happen 
to arrive in a different manner than other refugees. I find the 
following seven things to be major concerns. 


Bill C-4 creates a discriminatory category of designated refugee 
claimants based on their mode of arrival. It would impose penalties 
and disadvantages on legitimate refugees who have been forced to 
use the services of human smugglers to escape with their lives. It 
would impose penalties and disadvantages that would not be placed 
on other legitimate refugees who happen to arrive under their own 
steam, by air or crossing land boundaries. 
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Second, it provides for the detention of legitimate refugee 
claimants for up to one year with no review, including children. 
These are people who have perhaps suffered violence themselves, 
who have perhaps lost members of their family, who have certainly 
lost almost everything they had to their name. What will we do in 
Canada? We will further punish them by keeping them in detention 
for up to one year with no review. 


Third, Bill C-4 proposes a ban on humanitarian and compassio- 
nate applications for five years. This would arbitrarily deny a right to 
those who have already been victims twice over. They were victims 
in their home country and victims of human smugglers. Now, in 
Canada, we would deny them a right to make their case on 
humanitarian and compassionate grounds, which all others have the 
right to do in this country. 


The fourth thing of concern for me in Bill C-4 is that it would 
suspend the right to apply for permanent residency for five years. I 
cannot imagine what we think we would accomplish by doing this. It 
can only delay family reunification cases where families have been 
split up abroad and it can only delay the integration of refugees into 
Canadian society. 


My fifth concern is that it would deny refugees travel documents 
that they would otherwise be entitled to if they were designated 
claimants. Once again, I cannot imagine what the problem is we are 
solving here, but the problem we are creating, once again, is with 
families who may have been separated abroad and who may need 
these travel documents to travel to help reunify their families. 


My sixth concern is that it would allow the retroactive designation 
of claimants as possibly coming under this act. It is a fundamental 
principle of British common law which we use that we do not apply 
retroactive measures in criminal law. To me, the same thing should 
apply in the case of immigration law dealing with refugee claimants. 


Finally and perhaps most egregious, Bill C-4 would exclude 
designated claimants from the appeal process, something which I 
believe the Supreme Court would find very hard to uphold in the 
long run. 


Before I say a little more about my specific concerns, I want to 
talk a little about my own experience with refugees. As some in the 
House will know, I am the co-founder of the Victoria Immigrant and 
Refugee Centre Society. It is a society that was set up in the 1980s to 
employ refugees and immigrants to help other refugees and 
immigrants with their settlement services in the community of 
Victoria. I am very proud of my long association with the Immigrant 
and Refugee Centre Society and the very high quality of work it has 
done in my community. 
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In the 1980s, I worked with Latin American refugees who came 
from Central America. Many of them stayed in my home as their 
first base of arrival in Canada. I visited refugee camps in both 
Indonesia and Afghanistan and helped on international projects 
trying to get the safe return home of refugees. First and foremost, I 
can tell the House that refugees are looking for a safe place for their 
families. They are not examining the comparative refugee regula- 
tions in countries around the world. They are simply looking for a 
place to go where they can be safe. 


I will tell you a short story about the Campos family who came 
from El Salvador in the mid 1980s. They had two sons. One of their 
sons was taken from their house and shot in the street by security 
forces. They left that night without any documents, taking their 
younger son and fleeing the country. They ended up at my house in 
Victoria. I do not know how they got there but I have some 
suspicions that it was not an altogether pleasant journey, and they 
may have used the services of human smugglers. They felt they had 
no choice but to try and save the life of their only surviving son. The 
Campos family, Arnaldo, Virgina and José are still friends of mine 
today and they are alive because we gave them refuge in Canada. 
They did not shop for a place to go. They fled for their lives. 


In the late 1980s, I served as an expert witness at refugee board 
hearings on behalf of Indo-Fijians who fled the military coup in Fiji, 
as I was working at that time for an international non-government 
organization. Again, when the Canadian minister of foreign affairs at 
the time, Joe Clark, said that we would accept refugees from the 
coups, there was great surprise in Canada when tens of thousands of 
Indo-Fijians got on the next plane and arrived in Vancouver. If we 
had had this kind of bill in place, those who had organized the flights 
would have been defined as human smugglers. Those who raised 
money to help them come to Canada would have been caught in the 
web of this bill. These are very productive and proud Canadians 
today, still living and working in Vancouver. 


© (1620) 


When we ask about the definition of human smuggling, I should 
add that as my eighth concern. I feel the definition is so broad that 
we will inadvertently catch those who are helping legitimate 
refugees out of humanitarian concerns in the web of the bill. I 
bought tickets for people to come illegally into Canada in the 1980s 
who were fleeing for their lives. Would I have been defined as a 
human smuggler? I am afraid under the bill I might have been. 


Earlier in this debate the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism used a bizarre market analogy about trying to affect 
the price charged by human smugglers. This is nothing out of the 
real world of refugees who are living in camps day-to-day, trying to 
find a way to reach safety. 


On the other side, we heard the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Citizenship and Immigration talk about queue-jumping, 
which implies that there is some kind of organized system for 
dealing with refugees around the world. This is a system that does 
not exist and cannot exist when people are fleeing for their lives. 
Again, there are undoubtedly a few who will attempt to exploit our 
refugee determination system. The solution for those few is 
enforcement and swift refugee determinations. This will eliminate 
the problem of those smugglers who try to target Canada. 
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My concerns are with legitimate refugees, people who have lost 
everything, people who have been victims of violence. My concern 
is how we will treat them when they arrive in Canada. If they arrive 
by boat, will we deny them the same treatment as other legitimate 
refugees? The discriminatory category of designated claimants is a 
clear violation of charter rights and I think the courts, again, would 
find it hard to uphold such a measure. 


The provision of detention without review has already been ruled 
unconstitutional by the Canadian Supreme Court when dealing with 
security certificates. Plus we have a provision that says mandatory 
conditions will be placed on designated claimants who are released 
and those will be set by regulation. Again, I doubt the Supreme 
Court of Canada would uphold any such vague determination of 
conditions for release of detainees. 


The bar on humanitarian and compassionate applications for five 
years and the suspension of the right to apply for permanent 
residence for five years clearly violate both our obligations under the 
international convention on refugees and also under the International 
Convention on the Rights of the Child. This convention requires that 
in all cases the best interests of the child be taken into consideration 
and I cannot see how that can be met with bans on humanitarian and 
compassionate applications and with suspensions on the right to 
apply for permanent residence, which would allow the reunification 
of families. 


I would like to ask the House to listen to the voice of refugees and 
to those who have actually worked with refugees in the field. Listen 
to those like the Canadian Council for Refugees that have called for 
the abandonment of this draconian legislation. Listen to Amnesty 
International that works every day with those who live in fear of 
their lives and often tries to help them find safe places to go. Listen 
to the Canadian Bar Association and its severe reservations about the 
legislation. Listen to the many other community organizations that 
work trying to help those who have suffered severe traumas to 
integrate into Canadian society. 


Listen to those voices when it comes time to vote on the bill. Can 
it be amended? Can it be fixed? My concerns are very severe and I 
have seen no inclination on the government side to listen to these 
arguments about humanitarianism, compassion, human rights and 
treating fairly those who have already been victimized by becoming 
refugees from their country and by having to resort to the service of 
human smugglers. 


I know many of these people and I know many other members of 
the House know those who have come to Canada as refugees. The 
bill would have made that much more difficult for many people who 
are an important part of our communities now. Let us not deny 
ourselves the future potential of those people who choose not to 
come here, but make a wonderful addition to our society. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Before questions and 
comments, it is my duty pursuant to Standing Order 38 to inform the 
House that the questions to be raised tonight at the time of 
adjournment are as follows: the hon. member for Nanaimo— 
Cowichan, Poverty; the hon. member for London—Fanshawe, 
Seniors; the hon. member for Windsor West, Canada-U.S. Border. 


Hon. Gerry Byrne (Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the words of the hon. member and 
thoughtful reflection on issues involving not only our immigration 
system but those of refugee claimants and the treatment of refugee 
claimants in very particular dire circumstances. It has captured the 
House for some time. 


The rule of law is an essential component of our society. The rule 
of law is something that the House, this Parliament, needs to ascribe 
to and needs to hold as its witness. However, the rule of law as stated 
within this bill is twofold. The rule of law states that not only is the 
government prescribing a certain method dealing with refugees, a 
particular variety of refugees, but what is not stated within the bill is 
that there is a right to due process. That right to due process allows 
for a consideration of appeal. No single decision can’ be taken 
without review. No government can impose a standard without 
having it adjudicated for its fairness. 


Within the context of this legislation, does the hon. member feel 
this bill and the prevention of any right to review for certain 
claimants would be constitutional and be upheld by the Supreme 
Court of Canada? 


@ (1630) 


Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, as I said, I think there are 
very clear examples, in particular, Supreme Court cases involving 
security certificates, where the Supreme Court has upheld the right to 
due process. I would like to stress that in none of the cases we are 
talking about of refugee claimants, even those who came on the 
boats, have we found anyone who is a threat to Canadian security at 
this time. Therefore, even in those more severe cases that did involve 
questions of national security the Supreme Court would not uphold 
taking away the rights to due process. 


As well, in the 1985 Singh case, the Supreme Court very clearly 
Said that refugees could not be denied due process rights because of 
their new status in Canada. 


Therefore, I do not believe that many parts of the bill would stand 
_up to a court challenge. 


Mr. LaVar Payne (Medicine Hat, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I had the 
opportunity to listen to his debate and I found it interesting. I have 
one community in my riding, Brooks, Alberta, which is probably one 
of the most diverse communities around. There are some 110 
languages spoken. There are people from probably any five countries 
and some of these have been refugees. They have told me that we are 
on the right track. They have said that people who come here, like 
those who came on the Sun Sea, should not be able to jump the 
queue, that they should not be able to take advantage of our good 
Canadian hospitality, particularly with all of the funding that they get 
for health care and everything else. 
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From my point of view, from my constituents who are have been 
refugees and who are supporting us, why is the NDP not supporting 
us in this position? 


Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, in this case the government 
has been part of the problem rather than part of the solution. In 
seeking to dramatize the ship arrivals and in seeking to increase 
fears, it has caused many Canadians to turn away from the generosity 
with which they have normally received immigrants and refugees in 
our country. 


I believe when Canadians are asked to look at the real facts, the 
very small numbers involved and the very real situation of human 
rights abuse they were fleeing in Sri Lanka, then the boats from Sri 
Lanka no longer look like such a horrible queue-jumping problem. 
They look like people who were doing exactly what refugees do, and 
that is fleeing for their lives and fleeing to a place of safety. 


I believe Canadians are generous-hearted and understand that 
refugees need to be welcomed here when they have no other place to 


go. 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the comments of the member for Esquimalt—Juan de 
Fuca were very cogent and thoughtful. I enjoy having him as part of 
my caucus. 


The member spoke of the issue, as a number of my colleagues 
have, about concerns on how the proposed legislation strays from 
already binding commitments by this nation to international law. 


First, there seems to be a pattern under the current government to 
move away from international obligations commitments. There was 
a comment earlier today from the other side about why the UN did 
not do the job. Part of the actions with the UN is stepping up to the 
plate and signing and ratifying international conventions. When we 
sign and ratify, we are committing that we will abide by those. Could 
the member speak to that? 


The second issue is that this is the second step taken in 
substantially altering our immigration and refugee system long 
policy in Canada. The first measure was to massively open the doors 
to serve certain sectors and bring in tens of thousands of temporary 
foreign workers and then say that if they came in as a temporary 
foreign worker, they should not bother applying for their permanent 
citizenship or bring their families to contribute to society in the long 
term. 


Could the member speak to those issues and the implications of 
this proposed law? 
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Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, when people point the 
finger at who should be responsible, I like to point this out. Who 
takes responsibility for dealing with refugees? Yes, the UN does for 
some international refugees, but it does this on the basis of voluntary 
contributions by nations, so there is only so much it can do. 
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Far more of the work of trying to care for refugees falls to the 
international non-governmental organizations and humanitarian 
organizations that, through donors, out of the generosity of their 
hearts, help finance the attempts to make refugees safe. I worked for 
two of those international non-governmental organizations in trying 
to get refugees safely back to their homes. 


It is easy for governments to point the finger at each other, but 
what we see is ordinary people around the world stepping up and 
recognizing the problem that refugees have and stepping up to the 
plate to help them out in those dire times. 


As to the other questions, the turning away from our international 
commitments, the government cannot simply ignore those. They are 
a part of Canadian law. We have committed ourselves to them and I 


believe that, again, should this legislation pass in its present form, 


those commitments will be tested in the courts. As well, they will be 
tested in the court of world opinion, where Canada's reputation is on 
the line for being one that not only encourages others to adhere to 
international law and covenants and their responsibilities, but sets an 
example in doing so. 


It is a very negative trend if we turn away from those obligations. 
How then can we call on other nations to uphold their obligations 
when have done so? 


Mr. Ray Boughen (Palliser, CPC): Mr. Speaker, those who come 
to Canada illegally should expect to be subject to our laws. I believe 
the bill sends a strong message to those looking to circumvent the 
immigration system that this will not be tolerated. 


The NDP has said that the bill needlessly violates the rights of 
illegal immigrants by detaining them in order to determine their 
identity. Does it maintain that we should allow illegal immigrants to 
roam free without consequence and without knowing whether they 
are a threat to public safety? 


Mr. Randall Garrison: Mr. Speaker, the member's question in 
particular shines a light on the problem on the other side of the 
House. 


The member has done two things in the phrasing of his question, 
which I think illustrates the problems with the bill. One is that he has 
switched from talking about refugees to immigrants. The problem 
with refugees is that they are not choosing to go anywhere. They are 
not immigrants. They are refugees. 


Second, the member refers to them as illegal entrants, but under 
the international conventions on refugees, they are not illegal 
entrants. They have the right to enter Canada and seek refuge here 
under international agreements which we have signed and ratified. 


They may enter illegally if they were immigrants and, as I said, we 
should use enforcement and quick determination to remove those 
people who try to use the refugee system as a way around the 
immigration system. I totally agree with the member on that. 


The problem is that if he switches his discussion to refugees, then 
they have legal status. They have the right to seek that refuge in 
Canada and we have the responsibility to treat them fairly. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a number of thoughts to share with members regarding this 
particular bill. I will give a bit of an overview. 
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We look at Canada as a great country that has all sorts of hope and 
opportunity and that is fairly well established around the world. 
Today, we have somewhere in the neighbourhood of 0.8% in terms 
of our overall immigrant population, which is roughly 260,000-plus 
immigrants every year, and a portion of those immigrants come to 
Canada as refugees. We had higher percentages during the 1990s 
when more immigrants came to our country on a per capita basis. 
However, all in all, Canada has provided opportunity and hope for 
citizens from around the world to come here and call Canada their 


“new home. 


“Refugees” is not a bad word. The government has done a 
disservice to refugees as a whole because of the way it is branding 
refugees as being dirty and not really contributing to the Canadian 
economy. That is what Canadians are picking up on because of the 
manner in which the government continues to talk about refugees. 


What is even worse is that we often hear people use “refugee” and 
“immigrant” as one and the same. I can say that there is a great deal 
of concern with regard to trying to fix the system we have, but, all in 
all, the vast majority of Canadians are quite happy with the 
contributions of immigration policies from the past that have seen a 
good balance of immigrants and refugees come to our country. 


Dealing with Bill C-4 and why it exists today causes a great deal 
of concern for many stakeholders who have worked with refugees 
over the years. I have had opportunities to have discussions with a 
number of refugees over the years. I believe I have an excellent 
appreciation of what it is that many refugees have to go through in 
order to arrive in Canada, ultimately settle and become contributing 
members of our society. We sell refugees short when we do not 
better educate the population as a whole in terms of the valuable 
contributions that refugees make to our nation. Instead, I have found 
that the government has made the decision to try to come across as 
talking tough on the crime and safety elements. It has kind of roped 
in the whole refugee aspect of it, which is most unfortunate. 


There are ads that say that the Prime Minister has a plan to crack 
down on human smugglers and bogus claimants. There is an 
interesting picture, to which I have made reference, showing the 
Prime Minister and, what appears to be, the Minister of Citizenship, 
Immigration and Multiculturalism standing on the back of the Ocean 
Lady. Members will be familiar with the Ocean Lady, the vessel that 
had 76 refugees on board. 


It is interesting that the government seems to be determined to 
make refugees look as if they are bad. When we look at the number 
of refugees who have come in via boats, it is a small percentage of 
the overall number of immigrants, let alone the number of refugees 
that come to Canada. To try to put everyone in the same group and 
demonize refugees is just wrong. 


I do not believe this is good legislation. I believe it establishes a 
second tier of refugee that is not healthy, that promotes and 
encourages some of the negative thinking and attitudes toward 
refugees that is out there. I believe the government has a role to 
encourage more tolerance and better education regarding issues 
surrounding refugees and so forth. 
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I was hoping to ask a couple of questions earlier when the 
Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism spoke to 
Bill C-4. Usually members are afforded the opportunity to ask 
questions. However, the one question I was hoping to get an answer 
to concerns the boat on which he was standing side-by-side with the 
Prime Minister, the Ocean Lady. There were 76 individuals who 
claimed to be refugees. How many of those individuals are, in fact, 
settled today? It would have been wonderful to have heard a 
response from the minister. My understanding is that all of them had 
qualified for asylum here in Canada. That was a photo-op that the 
government used to tell Canadians that refugees are bad. 


The feedback I get from the average person, because of the way in 
which the government has persistently attempted to make refugees 
look bad, is starting to have an impact, and it is not a pleasant 
impact. There is a percentage of Canadians who have very little 
tolerance toward refugees and, to a certain degree, immigrants. The 
government is feeding into that anger by taking the types of stands it 
is taking. It is a hatred. 


I would caution the government in terms of the way in which it 
continues to move forward on this issue. If the government really 
wants to make a difference, if it really wants to have a more positive 
impact it should be focusing on how to bring refugees in and process 
them in a more timely fashion so that those who are legitimate can 
become a part of the Canadian economy. That would be something 
that would be wonderful to see from the government. 


What was the minister talking about in his comments? He stated 
that the reason we have Bill C-4 is because of the profiteers, the 
profiteers being the human smugglers. That is the reason we have 
this bill. That is what the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism said just a few hours ago. 


To what degree would this legislation penalizing the smugglers? 
The smugglers, generally speaking, are, as far as I am concerned, 
unethical individuals who base a dollar value on humans. They 
exploit tragedy. I and members of the Liberal Party have very little 
sympathy for these profiteers or human smugglers. 


Having said that, the impact of Bill C-4 would be far more 
profound on the refugees, not the smugglers, not the profiteers who 
the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism says 
that he is trying to hit and hurt with this particular legislation. 


If the minister does not change the legislation, the real victim here 
will be the refugees because he has established that second tier. He 
Says that we will now be able to hold off in recognizing someone. It 
could be four, five years before they would ultimately be able to 
sponsor a family member. 


As a member of Parliament, I am sure all offices have 
communications with immigrants who are trying to sponsor family 
members from abroad, especially if it is a parent, but also brothers, 
sisters, siblings, nephews, nieces, and so forth. Do members know 
what the processing times for those today? 


What we are saying is that based on the assumption, and it is a fair 
assumption, 99% of those who are arriving on the boats are in fact 
legitimate refugees who need asylum. It would have been nice if the 
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Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism were here 
to provide an answer himself. 
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The Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism 
wants the power and the authority, which he would get through this 
legislation, to tell refugees that they cannot land in Canada for five 
years. We can just imagine leaving a country where we were being 
shot at, we were receiving death threats and so on, landing in Canada 
considering ourselves fortunate because we survived and then being 
told that our life was on hold. Yes, we made it to Canada but our life 
is on hold for maybe five years. After five years we may be able to 
sponsor our family. That would mean anywhere from nine months to 
twelve years. Considering the direction in which the government is 
going it would probably get closer to the latter. 


Canada has a moral and legal obligation to accept refugees. We 
can imagine a 23-year-old man wondering when he would be able to 
see his wife and 6-year-old child. 


I always thought that families were important here in Canada, that 
Canadians recognized the value of family. Do we see that value in 
this legislation? I would say no. The minister of immigration does 
not recognize the value of family and he wants to put it into law and 
wants us to pass it. Members need to look at what the minister is 
asking us to do. If the purpose is to target profiteers, then let us 
change the focus. 


The minister himself, in addressing the legislation, said that the 
government was doing some other things in the background, 
working with other levels of government and that it has been very 
successful. He made reference to other boats that were prevented 
from leaving. Maybe the minister should invest more resources in 
that as opposed to bringing in legislation that is questionable at best. 
That would be a good direction for the minister to take. 


I would suggest to all members, in particular, government 
members, that they hold their ministers accountable for the 
legislation they bring forward. Just because a minister brings in 
legislation does not mean that it is good legislation. If a minister 
brings in something and a little red flag, blue flag or orange flag goes 
up, we have a responsibility to look into it and hold that person 
accountable, just like I would have welcomed the opportunity to 
pose some specific questions to the minister of immigration on this 
legislation. 


We do have an immigration standing committee. Even though I 
am somewhat new to the House of Commons, I am not overly 
impressed with the immigration standing committee because it does 
not allow for ongoing questions relating to the accountability of the 
individual who I believe is most important, and that is the minister of 
immigration. 


There are so many issues facing immigration today and yet the 
Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism would 
have us address a seriously flawed piece of legislation that would 
likely get defeated if it were brought to the Supreme Court. That is 
what he has us debating today. I can tell the House that there is a list 
of at least a dozen issues, maybe 20, that need to be addressed by the 
minister in his portfolio. 
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The minister made reference to the bill going to the immigration 
standing committee, which is great because that is part of the 
process. I still think we can strengthen the process by allowing critics 
and other members of Parliament to ask more specific questions of 
the minister, because. ultimately, we have the responsibility to think 
outside a political agenda. I have witnessed a political agenda in this 
particular bill and the agenda has more to do with hatred I would 
suggest, although I do not want to over-react. There was a bit of 
hesitation when I used the word “hatred”, so I will just rephrase it. 
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I am sure every member in this chamber would recognize that 
refugees contribute a great deal to our economy and they will 
continue to do that into the future. Overall, refugees have made a 
significant impact in our economy, our social fabric and who we are 
today as Canadians, as a country. I will acknowledge the fact that 
there is a small percentage of refugees that do create some problems 
and there are some individuals who will take advantage of potential 
refugees. Those ones upset me and many members all the time, and 
quite significantly. 


The image and the message that the government sends out to the 
public are not positive when it comes to refugees, and I cited two 
specific examples. When we have the Prime Minister standing on the 
back of a boat saying that we are after the human smugglers and 
brings in legislation of this nature, many Canadians, and members 
can go and canvass their own constituents, are of the opinion that 
people who came in on that boat should be shipped back to the 
country of origin, whether they are legitimate or not. That is because 
the government of the day has fuelled that sentiment and given that 
impression either directly or indirectly. Tell me how that is a healthy 
thing for government to be doing. 


I would suggest that there are things we can do, that we have to 
recognize the importance of the rule of law, that we have to ensure 
that individual refugees are provided the opportunity to appear and 
allow for a judge or appeal board to provide a decision in as quick a 
fashion as possible. 


The reason I talk a lot about the process is because if we want to 
move forward and continue to be a country that can provide hope 
and opportunities, we need to recognize there are things that 
government can do to improve the system. We are spending too 
much time on things that I believe are hurtful. If we want to spend 
time on improving the system, the biggest recommendation I can 
give on the whole refugee file is to provide the resources necessary 
to ensure we have a process that is more timely and that is fair. 
Whether they are children or adults, whatever gender and whatever 
part of the world they are coming from, we need to ensure there is a 
sense of fairness to the process and it is done in a timely way. The 
quicker it is done, the sooner legitimate refugees will be able to settle 
and contribute to our communities and for those who are not 
legitimate, then the sooner they are out of Canada. 
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Mr. Dave Van Kesteren (Chatham-Kent—Essex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we have heard some pretty outlandish statements by the 
member opposite. In the member's presentation, he has made Canada 
appear as somewhat of a pariah on the international stage for this bill 
and what we plan to do, throwing innocent refugees at the mercy of 
preventative detention. I would contest those statements. 
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Would the member like to comment on the fact that this legislation 
brings us in line with the UN protocol against smuggling of 
immigrants by land, sea and air which, among other things, requires 
states to criminalize migrant smuggling? 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I believe when the Minister 
of Immigration gave indication as to the primary reason for the bill, 
it was all about smugglers and the profiteers. In trying to address the 
legislation, my emphasis was more so on the refugees and the way in 
which the legislation would have a negative impact on legitimate 
refugees to the degree in which it would make the refugees the 
victims, not the profiteers. I do not understand how members believe 
that the bill would have that desired impact that the government talks 
about with regard to the profiteers. 


There are other ways of doing it so that we do not have to penalize 
legitimate refugees who are fleeing countries where, if they 
remained, they might lose their lives. 


@ (1700) 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
my question is for the hon. member for Winnipeg North. We are 
really struggling here with the notion that there is a queue for 
refugees. 


I used to practise in immigration law. I had a lot of refugee 
claimants. In fact, they mostly were ship-jumpers in Halifax. They 
would take their one chance to get away from a repressive regime. 


I say with some humour, in the hopes of waking up other members 
around the House, that at one point my colleagues in my law firm 
said I knew how to say “Hi, sailor” in 27 languages. 


However, there is no queue for refugees. Refugees show up with 
the clothes on their backs. They are trying to get away from a 
repressive regime. When I have raised this point with the Minister of 
Immigration, and I have heard it from government members today, it 
has been said that there is a queue and they just go to a United 


Nations refugee camp and wait there. 


I would like to ask the hon. member for Winnipeg North this 
question. The claim by the government that there is such a thing as a 
queue for refugees will be at the heart of the public relations 
campaign to defend an indefensible bill. We have to really explain to 
people that the UN High Commission for Refugees is a voluntarily- 
funded branch of the United Nations. It does not have the capacity to 
provide places for people, like waiting rooms around the world, in 
refugee camps. That is not the route refugees take. They show up 
here, they ask to be assessed and they ask for their rights to be 
respected. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 


FEDERAL OMBUDSMAN FOR VICTIMS OF CRIME 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I apologize for 
interrupting this way. I am sure the member will get the appropriate 
answer. 
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I would like to table at this time, in both official languages, the 
2008-09 and 2009-10 annual reports of the Federal Ombudsman for 
Victims of Crime, as well as the Government of Canada's response to 
these reports. 
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PREVENTING HUMAN SMUGGLERS FROM ABUSING 
CANADA'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-4, An 
Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, the 
Balanced Refugee Reform Act and the Marine Transportation 
Security Act, be read the second time and referred to a committee, 
and of the amendment. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): The hon. member for 
Winnipeg North with his response. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, it is very important that we 
recognize that international law guarantees that people who fear 
persecution have the right to seek asylum in another country. That is 
in international law. I do not think anything should change on that. 


To talk about jumping the queue, again, is just to try to politicize 
the issue so the government can try to give the impression that 
people will be done wrong by if it allows boats to come to Canada, 
whether they have legitimate refugee claims or not. When the 
government says that they are jumping the queue and when we know 
full well that in the vast majority of the cases these are legitimate 
refugees who are seeking asylum is just wrong. Again, when we take 
a look at international law, there is no queue-jumping. When the 
lives of people are at risk, people will take the opportunity when the 
opportunity comes forward. We all need to, and should, appreciate 
that. 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would assert that Vancouver Kingsway is one of the most 
multicultural ridings in the country. We have a very vibrant and 
growing Vietnamese community. I dare say that one would be hard 
pressed to find a Vietnamese family that did not have a family 
member or knew someone who escaped Vietnam when South 
Vietnam fell after a long and protracted civil war. 


In talking to people in my community, I noted that many of those 
people left Vietnam by boat and in fact paid people to assist them to 
leave. Had this legislation been in force in any of the surrounding 
countries to Vietnam, they would have been treated as criminals as 
would the people who aided them. They would all have been 
considered to be in violation of legislation. 


The proposed act, section 117, says: 


No person shall organize, induce, aid or abet the coming into Canada of one or 
more persons knowing that, or being reckless as to whether, their coming into 
Canada is or would be in contravention of this Act. 


It is this proposed section that has many church groups and 
refugee organizations nervous that if they organize or aid someone to 
come to Canada, they may be in violation of the act. It could simply 
be by not having valid travel documents to be put in violation of the 
act and they may be subject to being in violation. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1193 


Government Orders 


Could my hon. colleague comment on the advisability of such a 
section in the legislation? 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, that is why I make the 
reference to try to personalize this. If people understand and have an 
appreciation of why we have refugees coming to Canada on an 
annual basis or if they talk to people who came to Canada under that 
classification, whether it was 1 year or 30 years ago, they would get 


a better appreciation as to the actual situation. 


I believe the vast majority, maybe even all the stakeholders, the 
people who are having to deal with the issue of refugees, would not 
support this legislation. If it were good legislation, one would think it 
would get support from stakeholders. I look to the Minister of 
Immigration to provide us with the list of stakeholders. I would be 
interested in knowing those stakeholders that say this is good 
legislation and bring it forward. In terms of numbers, we know a lot 
do not support it. | 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener —Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this question is more for clarification. 


I think I heard my hon. colleague say that 99% of those who came 
on the Sun Sea were legitimate refugees. I may be misinformed, but 
my understanding is that there have not been any hearings yet. How 
can he say that 99% of those have actually been proven to be 
legitimate refugees? If I misunderstood him, I would like him to 
clarify this with the House. 


The other thing I find unfortunate in his comments is the 
implication that on this side of the House there is somehow a lack of 
compassion. I can say without any question that many of my 
colleagues in this room have personally cared for refugees in their 
homes and are part of churches who sponsor refugees regularly. I 
would ask him to be careful in his insinuation about the lack of 
compassion. 


We are simply trying to ensure that we have a fair process that 
does not penalize those who really deserve to be treated as refugees. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I will address the member's 
latter comments first. | 


I do not question that many members in the Conservative caucus 
have a caring heart and attitude toward refugees. That is why I said 
one should not make the assumption that when a minister introduces 
a bill that it is a good bill. Even backbenchers have a role to play in 
ensuring that legislation is good. However, I suggest this legislation 
is not good. On the stakeholders, Conservatives may talk about it in 
caucus and so forth to better debate that particular issue. 


However, I was referring to the Ocean Lady. My understanding is 
that of the 76 refugees none of them have been detained. This was 
one of the questions I wanted to ask the minister about and that was 
what I made reference to. I was referring to the Ocean Lady. 1 am not 
too sure about the other one. 


I have to be careful in terms of what I say, but it was implied to me 
that it was at least 99%. As there were 76 refugees, I am assuming 
they were all released from the Ocean Lady. I look forward to the 
Minister of Immigration actually providing the information in regard 
to that. 
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Ms. Myléne Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am profoundly sad that Canadians must once 
again stand to oppose this morally repugnant bill. Immediately I 
would like to remind the House that the people who stand to be 
criminalized by this bill, indeed the people who are already 
victimized as they languish in Canadian detention centres under 
inhumane conditions for excessive lengths of time, are children, 
women, victims of torture, abuse and rape, and victims of the kind of 
poverty that entirely eradicates an individual's inalienable right to 
self-determination and autonomy. 


Already at any given point in time, Canada is holding around 450 
non-status migrants in detention centres and maximum security 
prisons. Dozens of these people at any given time are children. 
Charges have never been laid against them and they have no idea 
when they will be released or if they will be deported. 


Canada does not jail children unless they are seeking asylum. We 
do not jail people for years when they have never been charged with 
a crime, unless they are seeking asylum. We do not jail people 
without providing access to legal counsel, unless they are seeking 
asylum. We do not categorically bar prisoners from seeking bail, 
unless of course they are seeking asylum. We do no jail the 
traumatized victims of political conflict, abuse, and poverty, unless 
they are seeking asylum. 


Canada is guilty of doing all of this already. The use and misuse of 
maximum security detention centres to imprison those seeking 
refugee status is a blight on this nation's integrity. The bill before us 
today will make this travesty infinitely worse. Among its many 
problems, Bill C-4 states that anyone arbitrarily labelled as a 
‘designated claimant, for reasons left to the discretion of the minister, 
will be mandatorily detained on arrival in a detention centre or prison 
and will not have their case reviewed for one full year. Once again, a 
remind the House that this does include children. 


It is incumbent upon the House to consider the health and safety 
of individuals when we look at a bill that commits people to 
imprisonment. Health is rarely considered in immigration policy, but 
study after study from around the globe is proving that immigration 
detention strategies are creating significant health concerns. A study 
from the Centre for Population Mental Health Research that was 
published in the Public Library of Science journal finds that the rate 
of mental disorder among populations held in detention centres are 
substantially higher than those of people held in community settings. 
Not surprisingly, children in particular show evidence of severe 
mental health impairment. Rates of suicide and self-harm are at a 
level comparable to or higher than that among prison populations. 


There is a strong correlation between the mental health of refugees 
and the length of time spent in detention. When finally released from 
detention they will almost always suffer from prolonged mental 
health impairment due to the trauma suffered while they were 
detained. These detention centres, like the centre for the prevention 
of immigration in Laval, where upwards of a hundred individuals, 
including children, are being held at any given time, or like the 
maximum security prison in Riviére-des-Prairies where refugee 
claimants make up one-third of the prison population while they 
have not been charged with any crime or convicted of any crime, are 
very often the site of human rights violations and abuse. The 
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migrants held at these detention centres are routinely denied access 
to any health services, especially mental health services. 


Are members here today prepared to assume responsibility for 
endangering the lives of these people by neglecting their health? 
When they are eventually assessed, so many of their claims are 
proved to be legitimate. The government is punishing innocent 
people. The Conservative members of the House wish to punish 
more innocent people with harsher mandatory imprisonment for 
longer periods of time. 


According to his own discretion, this bill will allow the minister to 
retroactively wrench a whole family or part of a family out of their 
community where they are waiting to hear about their refugee status. 
In other cases, they may already have refugee status. They will be 
taken under this law and thrown into detention. Family members 
would be forceably separated. Children would be forceably removed 
from their parents despite the fact that their parents have not been 
accused of being unfit, if their case has never come to court or if they 
have been flagged by child protection agents. The lasting anguish 
inflicted by separating a parent from a child or a child from a parent 
would be, and already is, guilt on the head of the government. 
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The Canada Border Services Agency jailed 14,362 people from 
2008 to 2009 for immigration reasons at the cost of $45 million of 
taxpayers' money. Under Bill C-4, with the minister's new power to 
arbitrarily define any migrant as a human smuggler, these numbers 
are sure to increase. 


The government must make the definition of “designated 
claimant” clear and transparent. At this point, according to this bill, 
the minister would have the absolute power to label any group of 
refugees as designated claimants for largely arbitrary reasons that he 
will not disclose. Once labelled, a refugee would be subject to the 
litany of unfair regulations set out by this bill. The discriminatory 
nature of this arbitrary designation would create two classes of 
refugees in Canada. This is a clear violation of section 15 of the 
charter that states that every individual is equal before and under the 
law and has the right to the equal protection and equal benefit of the 
law without discrimination, even refugees and migrants. It is crucial 
to the integrity of our charter that all persons are afforded the 
protection of basic human rights under our law, including those 
without status. 


It is the obligation of the House to not pass legislation that is in 
violation of our charter. Not only is this bill in violation of our 
charter, it is also in violation of the United Nations' protocol relating 
to the status of refugees and our own Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act. 
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We have to recognize that jailing people on Canadian soil in an 
effort to stop them from fleeing persecution and poverty from 
wherever they come is completely nonsensical. The bill intentionally 
and maliciously refuses to draw a distinction between those who are 
committing the crime of human smuggling and those who are 
victims of the crime of human smuggling themselves. It is true that 
people are trafficked to this country under false pretenses and are 
abused, raped and kidnapped as a result of the human trafficking 
industry. However, enforcing the same punitive measures against the 
victims and the criminals themselves is the very definition of the 
word “insanity”. 


Earlier today, the member for St. Catharines excused this exact 
lapse of logic by saying that the human smugglers of the ships 
disguise themselves as those who are being smuggled. That is 
absurd. If a criminal wears a disguise while committing a crime, it 
does not give us reason to change our laws to erase the distinction 
between the criminals and the victims. Under any circumstance, that 
proposition is laughable. However, for some reason that line of 
thinking is tolerated when we speak of the plight of refugees in 
Canada. 


The member for St. Catharines also pointed out that Canadians do 
not wish to share their health care services with those seeking 
asylum and who do not yet have status. I would like to state that I am 
one woman who would be perfectly happy to share the privilege of 
public health care with those who are most needy and vulnerable. 


In December 2009, Jan Szamko died in an immigration centre in 
Canada after being denied medical aid. In December 1995, Mike 
Akhinen died from medical neglect at the detention centre in 
Mississauga known as Celebrity Inn. These are just two cases of 
neglect that resulted in death. Instances of non-status Canadians 
being denied medical attention is extremely common and this bill 
would make it 100% legal. 


Refugees come to Canada with legitimate claims, fleeing the 
worst conditions imaginable. We have a moral obligation to help 
them. Would the Conservative members of the House be willing to 
look individuals in the face when they are desperate and ill and deny 
them a doctor? That is inhumane and I refuse to believe that 
Canadians are inhumane. I refuse to believe that we are as illogical 
as this bill When my colleagues from the government speak 
endlessly on behalf of what Canadians want them to do, I would like 
to remind them that the majority of Canadians did not vote for them 
and they do not necessarily share the same values. I am proud to 
represent some of the many Canadians who did not vote for them 
and who do not support this bill. 


This bill reduces smuggled human refugees to goods being 
illegally brought into this country. The government thinks that by 
raising the duty or the tariffs on the commodity will discourage this 
trade out of existence. Refugees are not cattle. They are not softwood 
lumber. They are human beings and human smuggling is not a 
commodity trade. Maybe we could compare it to a service. Even if 
we were to follow this line of logic through to its conclusion, we 
could assume that if this bill were to come into effect it would force 
human smugglers to raise the price of the service that they provide to 
refugees in response to the increased tariffs we are now imposing on 
them. Clearly, it does not make any sense. 
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Some of the members of the opposition have already spoken about 
history and historical precedent. I believe it is important to look to 
history before we act as a nation. Let us look to another time when 
human beings were treated like commodities to be levied. Imagine 
how history would regard us if we jailed the refugees coming 
through the Underground Railroad into Canada during the time of 
American slavery. I guarantee this bill would bring the same kind of 
shame on Canada. We would live to regret it. 


Beyond the fact that the bill is morally repugnant for all of the 
reasons I have enumerated in this speech, it is not what it purports to 
be. How would the news that Canada has new tough-on-smuggling 
laws ever reach those who are actually fleeing to Canada by these 
means? How will the victims of poverty and persecution who come 
to Canada seeking asylum get the news that we just passed some 
tough new inhumane refugee laws? 


The only way this legislation will ever be effective is if the 
government delivers leaflets around the world explaining our new 
laws. The bill clearly is not aimed at reducing human smuggling. It is 
targeting Canadian voters by making them feel like the threat of 
illegal immigration is greater than it actually is. 


I join members of the opposition in opposing the bill. It not only 
creates an arbitrary process but indeed is discriminatory against the 
most vulnerable citizens of this world. 
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Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, my 
question is with regard to the doors being open to legitimate refugees 
while safeguarding the integrity of our borders. Bill C-4 ensures that 
criminals looking to play our system and those looking to jump the 
queue are sent a strong message. Canadians will not tolerate this 
abuse of our generosity. 


I call on the NDP to support the bill and stand with real victims of 
human smuggling and law-abiding Canadians. 


I am curious to know what the definition of "maximum security" 
is in the hon. member's mind because to me it means something like 
Millhaven or Kingston Penitentiary. Could the hon. member please 
give us her definition of what "maximum security" really is? 


Ms. Mylène Freeman: Mr. Speaker, that is not the point. It is that 
we would be jailing people who have come here looking for safety. 
The government is not making a distinction between those who are 
committing acts of human smuggling and those who desperately 
need to leave their countries in order to be safe. That will not be a 
deterrent to those looking for safety. Rather, it will cause mass 
amounts of physical and mental health issues. That makes no sense if 
we look at the situations of the people who are coming to this 
country looking for help. 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate my colleague on her 
speech. A lot of the conversation taking place is centred around the 
idea of queue jumping, whether or not it is a myth. The other issue 
pertains to the two-tiered system that would be created by Bill C-4 
carried over from the last session. Could the member comment on 
that? 
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Also, has she had any experience regarding how refugees in the 
system are dealing with the fact that the bill does not go to the crux 
of the issue and does not really fix the problem in the sense that there 
is no great incentive out there not to be involved in this type of 
work? 


Ms. Myléne Freeman: Mr. Speaker, the question of queue 
jumping speaks to the idea that the members across the way do not 
understand what a refugee is. It is someone who is in a desperate 
situation, whose security is at risk, whose health is at risk due to the 
situation in his or her home country. Refugees do not get in line, they 
flee, otherwise they could be killed or raped. 


Members opposite do not seem to understand that fleeing is 
fleeing and is not getting in line and waiting. Whether people are in 
camps or on a boat to come to Canada is just not the point. 


As a member of the global community, Canada has a moral 
obligation to help these people. 


@ (1725) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Paulina Ayala (Honoré-Mercier, NDP): In the summary, at 
letter (f), it says the following: 


(f) provide for detention rules and a review procedure... 


That means that more prisons will have to be built for these people 
and these families. Who will build them? Will it be the government, 
the private sector or a public-private partnership? Will there be 
classrooms for the children? Will special staff be hired to manage the 
review procedure in these detention centres? Will children be 
separated from their parents? What are we really talking about here? 
Is this not just a way of criminalizing these people? 


Ms. Mylène Freeman: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
colleague for her question and comments. 


It makes absolutely no sense that the government is talking about 
being economically responsible and yet wants to build bigger 
prisons. It makes no sense. 


[English] 


What is going on is just illogical. I cannot understand what the bill 
is supposed to be doing. It does not make any sense. It will not do 
any of the things the Conservatives claim it will do. It does not 
follow any of the things that are their priorities such as the economy 
and fairness. It is blatantly opposed to all those things. 


Mr. Mark Adler (York Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am a little 
confused by the member's comments. Could she distinguish for me 
between jail and detention? 


Ms. Myléne Freeman: Mr. Speaker, when someone is put away 
for absolutely no reason and the person did not commit a crime other 
than to flee for his or her security, I do not care what term is used, the 
result is that a punishment is being inflicted on the person for 
something the person has not done. That is the problem. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Tarik Brahmi (Saint-Jean, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to congratulate my colleague on her speech. I believe she has gone to 
the heart of human nature and sensibility. She has touched on a very 
important point: the separation of children from their parents. When 
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we study 20th century history, we find examples of the separation of 
children from parents. 


I would like her to tell us how she thinks the international 
community, in light of the horrible things that happened in the 
second half of the 20th century, will view the image that Canada is 
projecting. 


Ms. Mylène Freeman: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from 
Saint-Jean for his very good question. We do not seem to have 
learned a great deal from history. Children have been traumatized by 
being separated from their parents. 


[English] 


It creates risks in our society among generations. It causes many 
other concerns in terms of social understanding. It absolutely does 
not make any sense. It is not economically viable. It does not make 
sense in terms of our collectivity in Canada to be doing this to 
families when five years from now we will say to them that they can 
come in now. The damage has been done. It creates traumatic 
experiences and it puts a burden on our society that we do not need. 


We should be welcoming these people with open arms and trying 
to help them instead of making their situation worse. 


[Translation] 


That does not make sense. We have learned nothing from history. 
@ (1730) 
[English] 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan (Scarborough—Rouge River, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to add my strongest opposition and 
objection to the bill at hand, Bill C-4, , the “Preventing Human 
Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration System Act”. I put 
quotations around the title not because it is the short title of the bill, 
but because that is not really what the bill is about. It was presented 
by the Minister of Public Safety earlier as a bill that would protect 
Canadians and others from human smugglers. In reality, it is a bill 
that attacks refugees and the Canadian immigration system. 


Let us be frank. This bill is not at all about human smuggling. 
Canada currently has the harshest punishment possible, according to 
Canadian law, if convicted of human smuggling. Under Canadian 
law smugglers are imprisoned for life. There is nothing stronger and 
no more severe form of punishment than life in prison in Canada. 


Let us talk about what this bill is really about: playing politics 
with refugees and instilling a sense of fear in Canadians about 
refugees. We have seen this bill before. This bill was and is 
remarkably similar to Bill C-49 presented in the last Parliament. It 
was opposed by all members of the opposition parties and by so 
many Canadians across the country from coast to coast to coast. 


Let me speak to the false claims and the areas of ambiguity this 
bill presents. 
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First, the bill positions refugees as “queue jumpers”. This is a 
falsehood. Refugees and asylum seekers must still follow the same 
processes and procedures of all claimants. It also creates a two-tier 
immigration system. It creates two different levels of refugees, and a 
new classification of refugee, a “designated claimant”. These are 
refugees who have an “irregular arrival”. That means anybody who 
shows up by boat. Of course the terms in quotations I am borrowing 
from the bill. 


This bill essentially says that someone who arrives in an irregular 
fashion, such as by boat, is not a refugee but rather is a criminal. This 
bill says that people who wish to flee war or conflict zones or 
persecution but do not have the means to purchase an airplane ticket 
are queue jumpers. Instead, because they cannot buy a plane ticket, 
they risk their lives. They throw themselves on-a rickety cargo boat, 
spend two months crossing the ocean, any ocean, but no, they are not 
real refugees. That is what this bill is telling us. 


The bill is telling us that they are not real asylum seekers; they are 
not really fleeing a horrible situation, leaving their families behind, 
leaving their livelihoods, leaving their homes, leaving a horrible 
situation. This bill tells us that these people are liars, that they are not 
real asylum seekers, that they are not risking their lives to come to 
Canada hoping for a better life. This bill tells us that these people are 
criminals. This is what the bill and the government are telling us, 
unfortunately. 


When we look at the history of this great country, it is very clear 
that Canada was built on the backs of immigrants. Historically, 
boatloads of immigrants arrived at Canada's ports for centuries. 
Canada saw an immense number of Irish refugees arriving at 
Canada's sea ports during the famine in Ireland. At that time, 
Canadians were strongly in opposition to these refugees staying in 
Canada, yet they were permitted to stay. Today we see that they 
contribute so much, and that they contribute positively to Canadian 
society. Now, we see people of Irish heritage all over Canada, 
including in this House. Many members of Parliament are of Irish 
descent. 
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Refugees are people who contribute positively to the land they go 
to. So how do we as a nation deal with boats carrying refugees that 
enter Canadian waters? Do we turn them away, forcing them to 
return to their country of origin? Or rather, as we saw recently, do we 
have other countries do our dirty work and intercept these boats in 
international waters so they do not make it here and we do not need 
to do anything? 


Time and again we have seen the consequences of this course of 
action. In 1914, the Komagata Maru, which was carrying 376 
passengers from Punjab, India, was forced to return. In the 1930s, 
the refugees on board the SS Sr. Louis were fleeing Nazi Germany, 
but were forced to return and were killed by the Nazis. There are 
many others. Forcing people to return to their country of origin is not 
the answer. 


While this bill specifically attacks refugees who arrive by boat, it 
will have detrimental effects on all claimants regardless of whether 
they enter Canada by boat, by air or on foot. This legislation would 
require the mandatory detention of all designate people arriving in 
Canada, whether they arrive on foot, by boat or by air. This includes 
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women, children, babies, the sick, the elderly. Anyone who arrives in 
Canada by any method would be required to be detained for a 
minimum of 12 months, an entire year. After those 12 months were 
served, they might receive some consideration, but they could also 
be held for up to five years. They would also be denied permanent 
residence or family reunification for at least five years after that. This 
is a clear violation of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


In the past, the Supreme Court of Canada struck down mandatory 
detention without review. This is detention based on identity with no 
possibility of release until the minister arbitrarily decides that 
identity has been established. This breaches sections 9 and 10 ofthe 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, which protect people against 
arbitrary detention and allow the right to prompt review of that same 
detention. Arbitrary detention is also a violation of a number of 
international treaties to which Canada is a signatory. 


Why are we detaining these people to begin with? People are 
usually detained because they are a danger to others or they are a 
flight risk and could disappear before their questioning or trial 
happens. Should this bill pass, the government would have the right 
to jail or detain all refugees without proving that they are a danger to 
society or that they are a flight risk, for a minimum of one year 
without an appeal process. How is that just? 


Do members know the psychological effects detention and 
imprisonment have on children? Some British researchers have 
shown that even in a few months of detention the psychological 
effects on children are tragic. They wet their beds. Some become 
mute. Others stop learning. They become withdrawn. They are not 
able to go to school because they cannot focus. Some lose weight. 
Some do not eat. These psychological and physiological effects have 
been seen in children who have been jailed for just a few weeks or 
months. Think of the psychological scars that we would be inflicting 
on these children who come to our country and are placed in 
detention centres. Some may call them jails but we call them 
detention centres. That is where children would be put for at least a 
year. It is totally unjustifiable. 


@ (1740) 


Furthermore, these people are being detained until they can prove 
their identity through some form of documentation. Most refugees 
who come to Canada do not have documentation, regardless of 
which process they use to enter the country. When people flee their 
nation, they leave behind everything. When they leave their country 
due to a natural disaster, this documentation may not exist. How can 
we realistically expect people who have lived through an earthquake 
or tsunami and are fleeing their country to have appropriate 
documentation proving their identity? How can we expect people 
who have left a war-torn country to carry valid identification? A lot 
of refugees arrive at our shores without identification. These are 
people who could be classified as designated. 
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Some of the refugee claimants who arrived in Canada by the MV 
Sun Sea now live in my constituency. I have spoken with many of 
them. They have told me the stories of their trip to Canada and their 
arrival in B.C. and how so many of them were borderline holding on 
to their lives. We all know that one man perished on the journey 
across the Pacific. Many of them had United Nations identity cards. 


They had UNHCR refugee cards. Upon their arrival, the people who : 


greeted them gathered all of their identity cards and then, when there 
were not the same number of identity cards, as individuals they were 
told that they did not have adequate identification onboard. 
Regardless of whether or not they had a refugee card, they were 
all detained. Thankfully, many of these people have been released 
because our great service men and women at the Canada Border 
Services Agency took the time to sort out the identity cards. 
Unfortunately, many of them are still being detained today. 


Under Bill C-4, decisions on claims by designated persons cannot 
be appealed to the refugee appeal division. Eliminating the right to 
appeal can have tremendous consequences for these so-called 
designated persons. 


I am sure that most of us have heard stories from our constituents 
about failed refugee applications, about a person who has left his or 
her country only to face a heavily bureaucratic process. The person 
does not have the right kind of supporting documentation to present 
at a hearing and his or her application is unfortunately rejected. 
Sadly, some of us have heard about the horrific consequences of 
these failed refugees and what awaits them when they are deported 
to their country of origin. Unfortunately, mistakes can happen, which 
is why we have the appeals process. That is why refugees deserve to 
be able to appeal to the refugee appeal division. 


My personal story is like that of many immigrants to Canada. My 
father came to Canada as a refugee claimant from Sri Lanka. He was 
fleeing the civil war during the early parts of the war. Once he was 
granted permanent residency, he sponsored my mother and my 
sisters to join us. We were reunited in Canada. I am proud to say that 
the child of a refugee claimant in Canada is now a member of 
Parliament. 


It is difficult for me to imagine in the middle of this violent 
conflict my father having the time to ensure that he had all of his 
documentation aligned, ready to go, everybody's identification ready 
to go, supporting documents ready to go, when he was running away 
from being shot or his country being bombed. How can we expect 
people fleeing persecution, fleeing a war, to have all their 
identification in order? Fortunately, his application was approved 
and my family was able to join him here in Canada. 


It is absolutely unreasonable to expect people to collect all the 
necessary documents and to have them available upon arrival. My 
father was lucky that he left at the early stages of the war, but the 
people who left later, the people fleeing from other countries because 
they were being bombed, this is absolutely unfair. 


@ (1745) 


That is why there are checks and balances in our refugee process 
and why they are so integral. This absolutely goes against the 
compassionate nature that Canadians are known for, Canada's 
values. Canada's values lie in being compassionate, being concerned 
for human rights and being concerned for human beings. 
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When I first saw the bill, I asked myself why the government 
would propose such legislation and why it would put forward a bill 
that attacked refugees. 


I am taken aback by the idea of queue-jumpers. The government is 
trying to paint refugees as jumping the immigration queue. When 
people are fleeing persecution, fleeing a war or an area that is 
attacked by a natural disaster, they cannot be called queue-jumpers. 


With a large immigrant population in Scarborough—Rouge River, 
I can easily say that the number one form of casework in my 
constituency is immigration-related. In my immigration casework, 
there is an unbelievable amount of family reunification cases. People 
in my area are frustrated that they are waiting 5 to 10 to 15 years in 
the process. They are stuck in the process waiting to have their 
families, their loved ones, join them here in Canada. When they 
begin the process of bringing their parent or sibling over to Canada, 
they are told that it will take 5 to 10 years. They apply and they wait 
and wait and continue to wait. The backlog for parents who are 
waiting to come to Canada is in the hundreds of thousands. Why? It 
is because the number of visas for parents and grandparents issued 
this year has been reduced by close to 44% of what it was. The wait 
times are getting longer and longer. This year, there are only 11,000 
parents who can come to Canada. In 2005 and in 2006, the target 
was 20,000. Now, it is only 11,000. This is a reduction of 9,000 
people in this current year. This is not the only backlog that exists, 
unfortunately. 


The government claims that it is clearing the backlog for skilled 
workers when, in actuality, the backlog for skilled workers grew. In 
2005, there was a backlog of 487,000. Now, it is 508,000. In the past 
six years, this backlog has grown by 173,000 applications. 


This so-called clearing the backlog is, unfortunately, not working. 
It is not working for skilled workers and it is not working for 
families trying to reunify. Immigrants are getting resentful because 
they are waiting longer and longer to bring their loved ones to 
Canada. They are being told by the government that there are people 
who are jumping the queue. There are hundreds of thousands of 
people waiting patiently, some not so patiently, to come to Canada. 
This is not due to nothing other than failed immigration policy. 
People are really upset that they have to wait so long. 


However, rather than amending immigration policy to actually 
deal with the backlogs and the time constraints, the Conservative 
government is trying to find a scapegoat: the new refugees who are 
coming. This is not the government's fault or the fault of the failed 
immigration policies, but the refugees' fault. They are jumping the 
queue and taking the spots of all those other people who have been 
patiently waiting. 
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What the government has: failed to mention is that for some 
refugees there is no queue to jump. There is no lineup for people 
who are in serious danger, for people who are living through a civil 
war, for people who are being persecuted because of their gender, 
their religion, their sexual orientation, et cetera. When their lives or 
the lives of their family is called into question, there is no line. Once 
they are safely in Canada, they must then join the exact same queue 
as everyone else and wait their turn to get their status in our country. 


Mrs. Susan Truppe (Parliamentary Secretary for Status of 
Women, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member opposite is so eager to 
paint Canada in tarnished light for doing what ordinary Canadians 
see as the right thing, which is protecting the safety of our borders, 
the integrity of our immigration system and the security of our streets 
and communities. This response is measured, it is firm and it meets 
all of Canada's international obligations. 


Would the member comment on why her party is so determined to 
allow human smugglers to keep on taking advantage of Canada's 
immigration? ; 

@ (1750) 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, the bill does not really 
mention human smugglers very much, except in the title. When we 
actually look at the bill piece by piece, it mentions refugees a lot 
more than it mentions people who are smuggling people into this 


country. 


Unfortunately, the Conservatives, the government and the bill do 
not actually talk about or attack human smugglers in the bill. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, my colleague spoke about the effect that a long waiting list 
can have on someone applying for permanent residency. She also 
stated that there is a very large backlog in the system. 


Can my colleague comment on the effect that waiting an 
additional five years, as proposed by this bill, will have on the 
constituents in her riding? 


[English] 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, people are waiting for 
their parents or grandparents to join them here. 


I will talk about my grandparents. My grandmother is 93 years old 
right now and I am lucky to have her here with me. If I were waiting 
another 5, 10 or 15 years for my grandmother to join us, I would not 
be able to meet my grandmother. The last time I would have seen her 
was when I was five years old. 


Unfortunately, that is the reality of so many people living in 
Scarborough—Rouge River, but I know it is the same reality for 
many Canadians living across the country from coast to coast to 
coast. They are not able to reunite with their family members. We are 
forcing families to be apart and children to live without their parents. 


Just recently I got a letter from a constituent, The mother and child 
are here but the father is stuck back home. The child came here when 
she was two. She is now nine and does not know her own father. 


Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
sympathize with the hon. member and her personal experiences. 
My mom was in a forced labour camp in Nazi Germany and my 
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father survived the Soviet gulag, so I understand what it means to 
find a safe haven in a country with freedom, democracy, human 
rights and the rule of law. 


However, I am perplexed why the hon. member thinks that 
smugglers are actually benevolent in some way because they are 
exploiting asylum seekers trying to come to Canada. 


Although there may be examples aboard those ships of legitimate 
individuals, I would like to know why the hon. member thinks that 
there is absolutely no risk to Canadian security and safety. Would the 
hon. member be prepared to put her own personal guarantee against 


_ anybody stepping off one of those ships? 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, I am not an expert in 
identifying individuals. That is why we have those people in the 
RCMP and at the Canada Border Services Agency who are trained to 
do these things. 


I will not provide a personal guarantee to anybody about anything 
to do with people coming off a boat. However, I have a problem 
when the member opposite and the bill only talks about individuals 
who are risking their lives by throwing themselves on a cargo boat 
and coming across an ocean. These are the people who are being 
targeted by the bill. 


Unfortunately, there are agents who are smugglers and who send 
people by airplane, but those people are not being targeted by the 
bill, unfortunately, and only the people who are the poorest of the 
poor and who are risking their lives are being attacked by the bill. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Raymond Côté (Beauport—Limoilou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to thank the hon. member for her wonderful speech, 
which allowed us to see the human side of the situation of refugees 
and immigrants. It is important to understand the possible 
consequences of implementing the arbitrary measures proposed in 
Bill C-4. This can have human, economic and social impacts since a 
traumatic experience can take a very long time to get over. 


Since the government is always going on about security, does the 
hon. member believe that this bill, as proposed, will somehow 
improve national security? 


@ (1755) 
[English] 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, I really do not see any 
difference in an increase to the level of our national security. Our 
forces do a really good job. This bill is attacking refugees who are 
coming to Canada seeking a safe haven, like the member for 
Etobicoke Centre earlier mentioned. I do not think people who are 
coming to find a home that would welcome them, that would allow 
them opportunities and provide their children a life are risking the 
security of our country. 


Mr. Paul Calandra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Canadian Heritage, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there has been a lot of 
talk about what is and is not in the bill. The hon. member referenced 
two ships that were infamously turned away. I am not sure where in 
this legislation it contemplates turning any ships away. 
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She also seems to want to have it both ways. On the one hand, she 
talks about the professionalism of our security services, the Canada 
Border Services Agency and the RCMP. On the other hand, she 
suggests that the people who have been detained, specifically the 
individuals who came off these two ships last summer, were been 
treated unfairly, that the officials in British Columbia and the people 
who took care of their health, education and endeavoured to find out 
who they were and under what circumstances they came somehow 
treated these people so poorly that they have been left traumatized by 
the experience of being in Canada. I suggest that is absolutely not the 
case and they were treated properly. 


Would she agree with me that it is the responsibility of a 
government to protect sovereignty and to ensure anybody who seeks 
to come to this country is the person he or she says? That would 
include, since she is not willing to give a personal guarantee, that the 
RCMP and the security services of our country endeavour to make 
sure that everybody who wants to come here actually comes here for 
the right reason. 


"Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, the one ship I spoke 
about was the MV Sun Sea. When the people were kept in detention, 
there was only one member of Parliament, as far as I know, who 
visited them in the detention centre and that was the New Democrat 
member of Parliament for Burnaby—New Westminster. I was 
actually providing some translation services and working with local 
community members on the ground who were visiting individuals in 
the detention centre on a regular basis. 


As I mentioned earlier, people who came out of the detention 
centre are now living in my constituency. They have said that the 
individuals treated the adults well, but when children are separated 
from families and kept in detention centres for long periods of time, 
it has psychological and physiological effects on children. The 
member probably missed that in my speech. 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
ask for withdrawal of the bill unless it can prove itself to be different 
and unless we can make some serious amendments to it because the 
unintended consequences of the bill will have disastrous affects. 


No one here thinks human smuggling and human trafficking is 
good. We know it exploits people, whether it is because they are 
poor, or they are seeking work in another country, or they are fleeing 
persecution and fear for their lives. Exploitation of that kind is in fact 
egregious and all of us agree on that. We all want to do something to 
target the actual people who do that exploitation. 


At the same time, it is not a simple black and white issue. Many 
people are seeking to come to this country because they fear for their 
lives and that of their families. Many of them are women who fear 
they will be raped. We know in certain parts of the world, because of 
their different caste or religion, or whether they are journalists, or no 
matter what they are, many people are in danger. History has shown 
us that people who are afraid, who are in danger and fear for their 
lives and that of their families will do absolutely anything to survive 
and to save their families. So many of them sell what little they have 
and they find ways of even buying passage onboard a ship to come 
here. 


Let us separate the victim from the smuggler. If the bill had new 
amendments that would deal with those people who exploit, I think 


we could talk about that. However, the bill has muddied the waters. 
It seeks to take the victims, the people who are genuine refugees, 
who are afraid and who seek asylum in our country, and creates a 
sense that these people are wrong-doers, that they are criminals, that 
they have no valid reason to seek asylum at all in our country. It 
creates a sense of xenophobia and fear among Canadians because it 
muddies the waters and it creates a sort of broad and generic term 
that does not clearly define what the problem is. 


In 2005 the Liberal government and the minister of justice brought 
in a bill on this issue. It was a bill that tried to deal with the 
complexity of human smuggling and human trafficking. It talked 
about preventing the trafficking itself, which is dealing with some of 
the failed states that we talk about, helping them with democratic 
institutions and playing a role abroad. It talked about preventing 
poverty in other parts of the world where people might seek refuge 
because of lack of poverty and the ability to feed their families. 


Prevention was a huge piece. Prosecution of the actual smuggler, 
the person committing the crime, was a huge part. There were very 
heavy sentences in prosecution put down. It also talked about 
protecting the victim, the person who was being smuggled, or 
trafficked, or exploited. There was a real balance in the bill. It also 
talked about building partnerships with other nations, with 
international organizations, with international humanitarian groups, 
with police around the world, like Interpol, to try to find ways to deal 
with the criminal element of traffickers. 


It was a solid bill and I would have thought that if the government 
wanted to add to that bill, there were lots of amendments it could 
have made that would have dealt with it from that kind of balanced 
perspective. However, what we see here is that this bill catches in its 
net, and I want to be kind and not say it targets, but inadvertently 
catches in its net genuine refugees and it creates significant barriers 
to those who are seeking asylum. In fact, it re-victimizes them if we 
look at the bill clearly. 


I want to back up a bit and look at the history of many of the so- 
called illegal refugees who have come to our shores over the history 
of Canada. There were those people who we called the Vietnamese 
boat people, many of whom are here. They came in boats. We 
opened our arms so that many of them now are really strong citizens 
of this country. We saw other groups. In the history of the second 
world war the St. Louis came here with Jews aboard it. No one knew 
what was going on in Europe at the time, so everyone thought it was 
a scam and sent these people back to certain death in the camps in 
Germany. We know there were about 80 Estonians in World War II 
who came to these shores on a tiny little boat that was supposed to 
take 40 people. 


| 


| 
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We have made mistakes in the past in our country, turning away 
people who were genuinely seeking help. We do not want to repeat 
those mistakes. The Prime Minister himself called that the black 
history of Canada. We have made apologies to these groups. We 
have given them redress. We have done everything to try to right 
some of those wrongs we did when we took a sledgehammer to a 
delicate issue and problem. 


We recognize that even now. Many of the so-called refugees that 
we say are the United Nations convention refugees live in camps, in 
a sort of free zone between countries that are in conflict. We also’ 
know that in the days of Nazi Germany, we did not know what was 
going on at the time. We were not aware of the full extent of what 
was happening in Vietnam . 


Historically we have not known what is going on in some states, 
with the quiet pogrom against various people, the quiet disappear- 
ance of people in many countries that are supposed to be bona fide 
countries that we trade with and talk to. 


We need to know that people are fleeing for their lives. We need to 
apply a level of humanitarian empathy toward what is happening to 
these people. In fact, a very famous illegal migrant to our country 
came with her family, stowed away illegally aboard a ship coming to 
our shores. It turns out it was one of very great governors general of 
the country, the Right Hon. Adrienne Clarkson. 


We cannot just throw a piece of jello at the wall and see if it slides 
or sticks. This is about people's lives. We have to deal with it very 
differently. 


What we would create with this is a two-tiered system of refugees 
in the country. First and foremost, these refugees would be detained 
for 12 months without a review. This violates section 10 of our 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. In fact, the current provisions 
within the charter and within.law demand some kind of review after 
48 hours. The government now suggests this should be 12 months. 
Children will be detained for 12 months in a camp. This is 
unconscionable. That violates the United Nations Convention on the 
Rights of the Child. Do we not care about the international 
conventions and treaties on to which we have signed? 


In fact, under the United Nations convention on the status of 
refugees, denying asylum to arrivals who come seeking asylum to 
the shores of any nation, even if those arrivals are illegal, violates 
section 31 of the United Nations convention on the status of 
refugees. Therefore, we are already denying and violating our own 
laws, our own constitution and international treaties that we have 
signed. 


When we put people away after they have been found out to be 
valid refugees, they are being denied liberty for five years, taking 
away the ability to get any documents in those five years. For those 
five years they are stateless, neither permanent residents or 
temporary residents or citizens. They are nothing. The police can 
ask them to come and report at any time, asking them whatever 
questions they wish to and the refugees must produce documents. 
What is happening in the country, when it has been proven they are 
genuine refugees and they are still treated in that way. 
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There is ample legislation in the country dealing with and 
detaining individuals who are criminals when there is in fact reason 
for Canadians to fear for their safety or who we think are a flight 
risk. There are things that we can use. We have instruments to use 
right now. 


Let us imagine the economic loss of opportunity that will be 
created. For five years someone is unable to work or do anything. 
These people may come with skills or trades and may be able to 
contribute to the country, to the productivity and the economic 
benefit of this nation. 


We heard the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multi- 
culturalism say that today, that immigrants and refugees have come 
to this country and contributed to nation-building and growth. We 
are denying five years of a person's ability to do that. During that 
time people lose their skills, their certification and are unable to work 
at that because they have lost all the skills and training they had. 


To take away the value of these refugees to Canada and to 
Canada's economic growth and prosperity does not make any sense 
to me at all. Therefore, for most of us, it is an issue of fully re- 
victimizing people, not just for 12 months but for 12 months and 
then for 5 years after, 6 full years. It does not make any sense. It 
certainly does not give Canada's reputation a boost. It makes us look 
as if we have become a mean-spirited nation over this period of time. 


@ (1805) 


There is a growing notion among people that an illegal refugee is 
automatically a danger to our society. I gave some examples of 
people who have not damaged this country, who have come here and 
helped to build a strong nation and are strong contributors to our 
country. 


I know that the Prime Minister apologized for all of the bad things 
that we used to do. He called it the dark history of Canada. We need 
to think this thing through very carefully. We see an arbitrary 
attitude: “Who cares. Let them eat cake. There are always going to 
be bad people and if we find two bad people in a group of 100, then 
let us slam the two and throw away the other 98. We are going to 
sledgehammer legislation to catch two people who may or may not 
be violating the law”. 


Let us criminalize the ones who are exploiting. Let us criminalize 
the smugglers. Let us find ways to work with others to chase them 
down and to deal with that issue, but let us not victimize people any 
more. That kind of doublespeak does not help. It creates among 
Canadians a deep sense of xenophobia. Everyone is afraid of that 
other, that is going to harm them, when most of us have been part of 
that other at some point in time in the history of this country. 
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I would ask the government to look at the bill carefully. I would 
ask the government to do one of three things. One choice would be 
to withdraw the bill because it is the same bill we had prior to the 
election in the last Parliament. Everyone said it was a bad bill. The 
government could accept amendments. We could have a generous 
length of time to look at the bill at committee and present 
amendments. That would take political will. It would take goodwill. 
It is a majority government and there is no need to use a fist to ram 
everything through. The government could actually listen to 
parliamentarians and people who say there are ways in which the 
bill could be made better. At the least, the bill should be sent as a 
reference on certain questions of legality and constitutionality to the 
Supreme Court of Canada so the court could decide whether the bill 
is legal and constitutional. Most scholars have told us it is not. Most 
of us in the House know it is not. I would suggest that the 
government knows it is not. 


The bill plays on emotions. It tells half-truths to Canadians. It 
confuses them. It muddies the waters. What we are creating is a fear 
about people who may need Canada to help them find new lives and 
save their families just as we would if we were fleeing persecution 
here in Canada. Let us hope that none of us ever has to do that, but 
let us remember that history has taught us otherwise. Let us 
remember that there are many people who came here as illegal 
migrants and are contributing to Canadian society in major ways. 
They are hard-working people who are helping to build this great 
nation of ours. 


Let us withdraw the bill, or at least send it to the Supreme Court 
on questions of constitutionality and legality. 


@ (1810) 


Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Western Economic 
Diversification), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to set the record 
straight. The member suggested there is no opportunity for those 
seeking refugee status, but the bill does allow for that. It does allow 
for those arriving on vessels to have access to Canada's asylum 
system and are deemed eligible to make a refugee claim. They will 
receive a hearing on the merits of their claim before the independent 
Immigration and Refugee Board. 


The member led those who are watching the debate to believe 
there will be no opportunity but there will be an opportunity. The bill 
does allow for that. It introduces measures to deter the criminal 
activity of human smuggling and to create enough disincentive so 
that in the future, people do not place themselves at risk by taking 
part in the smuggling operations. 


. To say that these people have no way of claiming refugee status is 
not true. 


Hon. Hedy Fry: Mr. Speaker, there are United Nations 
convention refugees, as I said in my speech earlier. They are people 
who go into the lineup and sit in camps for years and years until a 
country will take them. They are called convention refugees. Then 
there are those who cannot stay because they are afraid. There are no 
no-fight zones for them to stay in. They have to run and hide. They 
will do anything to save their lives. Saying that these people do not 
have to take part in this does not sound reasonable or rational to me. 
If a person is going to die or be killed tomorrow, if a person is fleeing 
and hiding with members of his or her family, the person would do 
anything to save them. 
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To say that they have access is not true. When they came they 
would be forced to be detained for 12 months without review. The 
current law states that within 48 hours they have to have some sort of 
review to check their refugee status. The hon. member is leading us 
astray when she says that they have recourse. They do not. Children 
would be detained for a whole year. Then for five years they would 
be stateless persons with no documents and they would be subject to 
recall at any time by police. That is a denial of human rights and civil 
liberties. 


@ (1815) 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- | 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this afternoon I have noticed that this debate 
has dwelled a lot on the frame of mind of people who are refugees or 
in a situation of complete and utter distress. It is a situation I have 
never seen and I hope I never will. I am willing to bet that the vast 
majority of us if not all of us in the House have never been in that 
position. We have to juxtapose that with what is best for the nation 
and what is best for them. In saying that, there are several issues at 


play. 


One is we are creating a two-tiered element. In the past we talked 
about country of origin and now we are talking about a two-tiered 
element. These are classifications put on human beings under an 
extreme amount of stress. This has to be a thorough debate simply 
because they cannot participate in it and I am glad it is happening in 
this way. 


Shifting to the more domestic side of things, this is a question on 
what is contained within the amendment we put forward this 
morning. It is about the Charter of Rights and Freedoms and 
protecting against arbitrary detention and prompt review of detention 
because Bill C-4's provisions violate international obligations 
relating to refugees and respecting the treatment of persons seeking 
protection. 


I would like my colleague to comment on those who are seeking 
protecting juxtaposed against the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


Hon. Hedy Fry: Mr. Speaker, earlier I talked about the fact that 
this bill is in violation of many treaties that we have signed. 


The Charter of Rights and Freedoms is a national piece of 
legislation. In fact, to arbitrarily detain people without any recourse 
or review for up to 12 months would violate section 10 of our 
charter. The current legislation says only 48 hours, 


Canada was one of the first nations to sign proudly the United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. However, we would 
see children being detained for up to 12 months. Even if the country 
said that it would not detain children, what would we do with them? 
Where would we send them? Would we take them away from their 
parents? Would we put them on a boat somewhere out in the ocean? 
Would we leave them in no man's land? 


This is a ridiculous piece of legislation in that it does not even pay 
attention to the basic, logical, legal human rights of people. 
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Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it is always a privilege to rise in the House, but I wish I did 
not have to speak on this issue. 


I look back to what we did recently in Parliament. We passed a 
piece of legislation that addressed refugee issues in a very 
comprehensive way. 


It really puzzles me that the bill before us came under public 
safety. Since when have we started to look at immigration and 
citizenship issues as issues of public safety? The legislation refers 
most of the time to the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act. I 
believe that the wrong minister has presented this bill. It needs to be 
addressed under immigration. 


My colleagues have made some wonderful points about the five 
years that a person would have to wait to get any papers before being 
able to travel. A person could wait up to a year to see what kind of 
designation he or she was going to get. That is a long time. After that 
it could be another five years. If the person does not report on the 
right date, it could actually be lengthened to six years. We would be 
looking at seven years before the person could apply for residency. 


I want us to look at the human element. We all value our families 
and our safety and security. I want us to look at what we are 
proposing for families who are going to be moving here under 
refugee status from very difficult circumstances. We are saying that it 
will be not one, five or six years, but possibly seven years before 
they could apply for permanent residence. It means many years of 
having no travel documents and no status. 


It also brings to my mind a young woman with whom I have been 
dealing. She is a refugee from Somalia. She moved to Canada about 
four and a half years ago. She brought three of her children with her. 
She left one of her children behind with her mother because the child 
was still a toddler, two years old. When she got to Canada she 
wanted to be able to work and she did not know who would look 
after the two year old. The mother is elderly and she has applied for 
the child to join her. The child is eight years old. She left that child 
behind at the age of two. 


Under the new proposal, people cannot even apply for five, six or 
seven years, depending on their luck or the arbitrary decision of 
someone. Then when applying after that many years, they could wait 
another three, four, five, Six, seven or eight years. That same two 
year old could be 14 or 15 years old. 


Surely when the United Nations came up with a convention 
regarding people seeking asylum under the refugee status, it did not 
have in mind that families would be separated for that length of time. 
I want members to imagine the impact on that mother who lives in 
my community, even under our current rules. She comes to my office 
two or three times a week looking for some magic to speed things 


up. 


I want us to always remember that when we sit in this very august 
House and pass legislation, it has a real impact on families and it will 
have an impact on those families and individuals moving to this 
country. What message are we sending around the world? 


Government Orders 


© (1820) 


There was a time in my youth when I travelled around Europe and 
people used to want to wear the Canadian flag. Americans travelled 
wearing the Canadian flag. I asked them why they carried a 
Canadian flag when they were American. I had not moved to Canada 
at that time and I was interested. They said that it was because 
Canada was held in such high esteem. If we start taking these kinds 
of steps in which we create two levels of refugee status and we are 
Seen as separating families for 5, 10, 12 years, very soon Canada's 
image internationally will be tarnished. 


We see ourselves as and we are a compassionate and caring 
nation. We give a great deal of attention and forethought to 
humanitarian needs. I would say that the essence of this bill is not 
humanitarian. It has very little compassion built into it. 


This morning I heard my colleague from across the aisle speak 
very eloquently to the need to punish smugglers. I absolutely agree 
but I believe we have legislation that exists now that gives the 
highest sentence possible that any Canadian court can give, which is 
a life sentence. We do not have punishment beyond a life sentence in 
Canada, which I am happy about. For me, that punishment already 
exists. 


At this time, we should not punish people who are already 
victims, because that is what refugees are. They have already been 
victimized. They have had to leave their homes. They are running 
away. They have left their belongings behind and some have left 
their family members behind. They find asylum across the border 
and eventually hope to get into countries like Canada. When they 
come here, they make contributions and become wonderful members 
of society. 


Let us not make further victims of those refugees now by making 
them go through all these unnecessary hoops, which are not going to 
deter the smugglers or agents who might be involved in wrongdoing. 
If we are worried about smugglers using the refugee status to bring 
people into this country illegally, then let Parliament and the 
government provide funding to the RCMP and other enforcement 
agencies. Let there be more oversight over the laws that we already 
have. 


As I said previously, we already have a law in place that gives 
human smugglers the highest possible punishment. Now it is about 
enforcing that legislation and finding the smugglers. We will not find 
the smugglers sitting on a boat that is bringing refugees to Canada. I 
always say that, for all we know, they are wearing Armani suits and 
sitting in a New York or Toronto cafe drinking cappuccinos. If we 
are really after the people who are breaking our laws and abusing the 
refugee laws we have right now, let us dedicate resources and tackle 
that issue so that we are actually tackling the issue, instead of now, 
with this legislation, making things more difficult for a very 
victimized group already. 


I have to be honest. I stayed up to go through some of this 
legislation and kept asking what the purpose of this was. What are 
we are hoping to achieve? We are a nation of immigrants. We have 
refugees who come here from all over the world and I would say that 
we have not had any more than a handful who have been anything 
but legitimate. 
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If that is the case, why are we doing this? Why are we instilling 
some kind of fear in everyday Canadians that there is a gargantuan 
problem out there and that this is the magic pill. This is not a magic 
formula to address those who break our laws. All this does is divide 
families for a longer period and humiliate, and I use that word 
deliberately, people who have suffered. 


I have had the privilege of working with refugee families as a 
volunteer in the evenings and on weekends while I was a teacher , 
and I have had the privilege of teaching young people who have 
come from refugee camps. I remember a young man I reached out to 
and what his reaction was. He came from a very violent background 
and what he needed was security and assistance. Those are the kinds 
of families that may be in limbo for up to 12 months and then, if they 
are designated into this category, it could be another five or six years. 


Let us, as Canadians, remember our humanity and our compas- 
sion. 
@ (1830) 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): | am pleased to tell 
the member for Newton—North Delta that she will have up to eight 
minutes remaining for her remarks, and then there will be a period of 


10 minutes for questions and comments when this motion is up for 
debate again in the House. 


[Translation] 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


[English] 
POVERTY 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I rise on a question that I raised in June in the House on child and 
family poverty. At that time, I talked about the fact that nearly 
700,000 children in Canada were living in poverty. I asked the 
minister what the government was doing. The minister at the time 
acknowledged that the effects of the global recession had been 
increasing poverty in Canada. However, the substance of her answer 
did not indicate that there was any méaningful action being taken on 
the part of the government. 


I want to refer to a September 2011 report from the Conference 
Board of Canada called “Child Poverty”. It essentially lays out why 
we should be concerned about child and family poverty in this 
country. The report had a couple of key messages. First, that Canada 
scores a C grade and ranks 13 out of 17 peer countries, that more 
than one in seven Canadian children live in poverty. When we talk 
about first nations, it is one in four children. When we are talking 
about children, of course, we are not talking just about children but 
about children and their families. 


The report puts child poverty into context. The report indicates 
that children who experience poverty, especially persistent poverty, 
are at a higher rate of suffering health problems, development delays 
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and behavioural disorders. They tend to attain lower levels of 
education and are more likely to live in poverty when they become 
adults. 


The OECD says that failure to tackle the poverty in exclusion 
facing millions and their families is not only socially reprehensible 
but it will also weigh heavily on a country's capacity to sustain 
economic growth in years to come. That is very important because, 
of course, we will be relying on those children to become productive 
adults and support us in our old age. 


The report had a question, “Is the child poverty rate declining in 
Canada?”. And, of course, no surprise to many New Democrats, the 
answer is, absolutely not. 


In 1989, the House of Commons passed a unanimous motion to 
make child poverty history by the year 2000. Initially, there was a 
drop in child poverty but by the mid-2000s it had increased once 
again to 15.1%. 


There are other countries that are taking meaningful action on that, 
one being the United Kingdom. It set out a 20-year mission in 1999 
to end child poverty through a series a integrated policies, including 
strengthening early learning, education, affordable housing and 
health services, as well as raising the minimum wage and 
augmenting child. benefits. It has had some success with those 
policies. As we can see, other western countries with similar kinds of 
systems that we have here in Canada have taken meaningful action. 


The Conference Board of Canada did go on to state what Canada 
could do to become a leader on child poverty. It stated that the 
government needs to fund jobs training, provide child care and 
introduce things like tax incentives for lower-paid workers. 


What concrete measures will the government take to eliminate 
child and family poverty in this country? 


Dr. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for Nanaimo— 
Cowichan for raising the issue of children and poverty in Canada. 


From the outset, I will say that I am as committed as anyone in the 
House to seeing a decrease in child poverty in Canada and I am 
confident that we are on the right path toward a steady decline in 
child poverty. 


Our economic action plan has been there to fight poverty. 
Investments made by our government through the economic action 
plan, including temporary enhancements to employment insurance 
as well as permanent increases in child benefits and programs such 
as the working income tax benefit have prevented many more 
Canadian families from falling into a low income bracket. 


We believe that the family is the building block of society and that 
one of the most important investments we can make as a country is 
to help families with the costs of raising their children. 
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Our government provides over $14 billion annually in benefits for 
families with children through the universal child care benefit, the 
Canada child tax benefit, including the national child benefit 
supplement for low income families, and through the child tax credit. 


Since 2006, our government has made significant investments in 
benefits for families with children. 


In 2006, we introduced the universal child care benefit, which 
pays $100 per month to all families with children under the age of 
six to help them with the costs of caring for their children. The 
UCCB alone has lifted approximately 24,000 families with over 
55,000 children out of low income circumstances. 


In 2007, we introduced the child tax credit, which provides tax 
relief to families and parents in recognition of the additional costs 
associated with raising children. It provides a maximum tax value of 
over $300 in tax relief to more than three million Canadian families 
with children. 


In budget 2009, we increased the amount that families with 
children can earn before benefits under the Canada child tax benefit, 
including the national child benefit supplement, thereby providing 

increased support for low and modest income families with children. 


The national child benefit supplement has been successful in 
reducing the incidence of families with children living in low income 
and in reducing the severity of low income for those families who 
continue to live below the low income threshold. 


In budget 2010, we reiterated our commitment to giving Canadian 
parents choices in child care. We improved the taxation of the 
universal child care benefit to ensure that single parent families are 
treated fairly. We enhanced the delivery of child benefits for parents 
with joint custody. 


In addition, we have introduced a series of tax measures to better 
recognize other expenses, such as the child fitness tax credit and the 
children's arts tax credit included in budget 2011. 


One of the best ways out of poverty is to help Canadian workers 
gain skills that lead to employment. Our government's approach to 
reducing poverty emphasizes giving Canadians the skills and 
Opportunities to achieve self-sufficiency while providing targeted 
Support for those facing particular barriers. 


@ (1835) 


Ms. Jean Crowder: Mr. Speaker, the reality is that the 
Conference Board of Canada and other reports have indicated that 
child and family poverty is increasing in this country. There are a 
number of measures that could be taken in order to alleviate that 
poverty. 


I talked earlier about a job strategy. A comprehensive job strategy 
is an important part in lifting children and families out of poverty as 
is a national child care program. 


There is one concrete measure that the government could take. In 
the previous Parliament, Tony Martin introduced Bill C-545, An Act 
to Eliminate Poverty in Canada. I have reintroduced Tony Martin's 
bill as Bill C-233 . In conjunction with consultations across Canada, 
that bill came out with some very concrete steps that could be taken. 
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Would the parliamentary secretary and the government support 
Bill C-233, An Act to eliminate poverty in Canada? 


Dr. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned before, we are 
very much focused on this subject. We introduced the working 
income tax benefit in 2007 to help ensure that more low income 
families are financially better off as a result of getting a job. 


In budget 2009, the tax benefit was enhanced by $580 million, 
effectively doubling the initial investment to provide further support 
to working families and to other Canadians. 


In 2011, approximately 1.5 million working Canadian families are 
expected to benefit from the working income tax benefit. 


We also extended work sharing agreements to keep Canadians 
working by up to 26 weeks to a maximum of 78 weeks. 


We are seeing the results of these investments. In the first eight 
months of 2011, employment increased by 194,400. This is good 
news for Canadians and Canadian families. 


Under budget 2011, we provided additional funding to make 
available an extension of up to 16 weeks for active or recently 
terminated work sharing agreements to be phased out by October 
201 


The family is the building block of our society. Our priority— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order. The 
parliamentary secretary may know that we have exhausted our time 
on that particular question. 


@ (1840) 
SENIORS 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, | wanted to ask the minister for a clarification on the answer she 
provided to the House in June regarding the needs of seniors. 


I have been listening to seniors and meeting with seniors! 
organizations over the summer. I have heard over and over how there 
is a desperate lack of funding for programs and a very real and 
legitimate fear that Canada is not prepared for the rapidly rising 
seniors population. 


I am hoping the minister has had an opportunity to meet with 
organizations as I have. I am sure if she has done so that she will 
have heard the same messages over and over again, and the 
extraordinary ideas put forward by people who are working with our 
seniors or who are seniors themselves. These ideas would go a long 
way to address the needs of an aging population. I have heard loud 
and clear from everyone with whom I have spoken that we are in 
desperate need of a comprehensive plan that will ensure that we can 
address this demographic shift. 
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The most important issue voiced over and over is that seniors want 
to stay for as long as possible in their own homes. They want to be in 
their communities, near their friends and families. I really do not 
think this is asking too much. 


It is very clear that we need a home care plan, a plan that ensures 
seniors can stay in their homes and that any modifications needed to 
be done to those homes are available at an affordable rate. 


We also need to make sure that seniors can access services without 
having to travel great distances, especially as their mobility becomes 
more and more challenged. 


A network of community hubs would be an effective way of 
assuring that access. This would also help combat the solitude that 
affects many seniors, especially single seniors or those caring for 
their partner or loved ones. 


What our seniors are asking for is affordable and appropriate 
housing that will meet their needs as they age. As their abilities 
change, our older loved ones need appropriate care within the 
community or residence in which they live. Access to families and 
their social networks is the key to health and safety for our seniors. 


I have also heard that seniors often were not informed about the 
services available to them, or how to access the information to 
connect with those services. A community hub could operate as a 
central location where seniors could go for assistance with health 
care, financial issues, government funding and other services that 
directly affect them. 


Finally, I heard about elder abuse. It is difficult to paint elder 
abuse with one brush. It comes in all forms, physical, sexual, 
financial and psychological. The scale of the abuse can vary 
dramatically. It can be something that has been happening over a 
lifetime or can occur when a senior becomes frail and vulnerable. 


The source of the abuse can be caregivers, a spouse, children or 
even strangers looking to take advantage of a vulnerable lonely 
person. Often the abuse is hidden, not spoken of. 


This is a great tragedy. We need a program that can measure and 
address the varying needs of our older loved ones suffering from 
abuse or abandoned in our community. I ask the parliamentary 
secretary across the aisle if she knows if the minister has a plan or is 
working on a plan to provide our aging population with the 
protection and funding for the programs they need as they retire. 


Dr. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am here today to outline all the 
actions the Government of Canada has taken to combat elder abuse. 


I appreciate the question by the hon. member for London— 
Fanshawe as it has provided me with an opportunity to raise 
awareness of this serious issue. 


Members of the House surely know that elder abuse takes many 
different forms, among them financial exploitation, physical and 
mental abuse, and neglect. It is estimated that 4% to 10% of older 
adults in Canada will experience one or more forms of abuse at some 
point in time in their senior years. 
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The Government of Canada has been very active on this issue of 
elder abuse. The federal elder abuse initiative, launched as part of 
budget 2008, took a focused federal approach to combatting this 
problem. It did so by raising awareness and developing resource 
materials for front-line professionals who provide support and 
services to seniors. 


The Government of Canada invested $13 million over three years 
in support of this initiative. 


The cornerstone of the federal elder abuse initiative was a national 
awareness campaign called “Elder Abuse - It's Time To Face The 
Reality”. This campaign, launched in June 2009 and which ran again 
in October 2010, used television, print and the Internet to convey its 
powerful message. 


This groundbreaking advertising campaign helped Canadians 
understand what elder abuse is and provided information on these 
issues. 


@ (1845) 


[Translation] 


The campaign was far-reaching. 


[English] 


Based on the results of a post-campaign ‘survey, the advertise- 
ments left audiences with a strong impression and the public became 
more aware of the issues of elder abuse. Since the beginning of the 
campaign, more than 80,000 visits have been made to the elder 
abuse awareness Internet page at seniors.gc.ca. Several thousand 
calls have been received and more than 100,000 resource documents 
have been sent to Canadians. 


One of the greatest accomplishments of the initiative has been the 
robust legacy of information and resources that is now available to 
Canadians through seniors.gc.ca and at 1-800-O-Canada and Service 
Canada centres across the country. Through public opinion research, 
we have confirmed that we have successfully raised awareness on 
elder abuse. 


The results from a 2010 survey commissioned by Justice Canada 
on awareness and perceptions of elder abuse highlight the success of 
the awareness campaign. The report found that elder abuse 
awareness had increased by 11 percentage points since 2009 and 
that 9 out of 10 Canadians or 93% said that they were aware of the 
term "elder abuse". These results speak for themselves demonstrat- 
ing that this initiative has successfully fulfilled its mandate during its 
three-year mission. 


While the initiative has come to a close, the Government of 
Canada remains committed to combatting elder abuse and building 
on the foundation created by the federal elder abuse initiative. 
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Ms. Irene Mathyssen: Mr. Speaker, seniors fear losing control 
over their finances and over their personal choices. Families and 
those with power of attorney can take control and take choice away 
and consequently take away dignity. Seniors can be forced into 
housing they do not want to move into. They can be told to hand 
over their finances. We allow this to happen for the sake of 
convenience or for our fears of a senior's safety. Yet older Canadians 
should have a say and should be allowed to determine the directions 
they wish to take. The emphasis here is that seniors want to stay in 
their own homes for as long as possible. 


We have heard about the ad campaigns, but there needs to be 
action. Once again, what is the plan? What does the government 
have planned to ensure that seniors will have the opportunity and be 
able to maintain control over their own lives? 


Dr. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, the Government of Canada 
remains active in addressing elder abuse through the new horizons 
for seniors program which helps older Canadians use their leadership 
skills and energy to benefit communities across Canada. Budget 
2010 proposed over $10 million over two years to increase funding 
to the new horizons program for seniors. 


In June 2011, the government launched a call for proposals under 
the recently enhanced new horizons program with elder abuse 
awareness included in the funding objectives. 


As members of the House can see, the type of programming 
confirms the Government of Canada's ongoing commitment to 
combat elder abuse. 


The recent throne speech also proposed tougher sentences for 
those who abuse seniors. 


Canadian seniors have worked hard to build our country and our 
government is committed to supporting those seniors by combatting 
elder abuse in all its forms. Having underscored all of these actions, I 
believe our record speaks for itself. 


CANADA-U.S. BORDER 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is good 
to see you back in this chamber at the start of another session. 


I want to talk about an interesting and important subject near to 
me, which is the border. On June 13, I asked a question of the 
government with regard to the perimeter deal that is currently being 
constructed between Canada and the United States. 


It is very important to acknowledge that there has been a number 
of recent border deals that have thickened the border. They did not 
provide the relief for time, travel and reduction of red tape. In fact, 
the United States has successfully created the northern border 
thickness based upon political movements in the south. This is 
unfortunate because it is costing us jobs, and the government has not 
done enough to challenge this attempt to thicken the border on the 
northern side. 


Consultations are going on right now about the perimeter security 
deal that is being constructed. It would affect everything from 
immigration, our privacy, our military and a whole series of things. It 
would also affect our trade and our travel. As the United States is 
Canada's number one trading partner, we will see the loss of jobs. 
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I am concerned that the government has often been too willing to 
sign agreements that have actually not delivered in terms of the 
reduction of wait times or the red tape. I would point to one concern 
in terms of significance, and it is symbolic too because it has affected 
our tourism, which is that the government tore up a treaty that we 
had from the War of 1812, which it celebrated. What that did was 
allow gunboats on the Great Lakes again. We now have gunboats out 
there that fire 1,200 rounds a minute. I do not know what threat 
comes from Canada that requires 1,200 rounds a minute. These guns 
were used in Afghanistan and Cambodia. It is the Browning machine 
gun in particular. 


That has had a cooling effect in terms of trade and tourism 
because people do not want to be around that stuff. Blackhawk 
helicopters have been added and a number of different dirigibles that 
do spying in Canada. Ironically, these things are not allowed to be 
used to spy in America, but they were being used to spy into Canada. 
The most famous one was in Sarnia. The people there went out to 
moon the balloon because they did not accept that there was a 
dirigible over top of their homes. 


I have talked to a lot of businesses to put some pressure on the 
government. There should be some direct measureables about 
signing those agreements. We signed that shipwright agreement 
which now allows American boats to come into Canadian waters and 
arrest Canadian citizens. Interestingly enough, we are not even an 
equal partner in that particular program. 


The Americans have their state police, their federal police, their 
customs officials and their municipal police who can now arrest 
Canadians, but when it comes to us, only our RCMP can reciprocate. 
Our own good men and women of the customs services are not 
treated to the same degree. We are not even in the same relationship 
at the same time. 


I have asked the government to be more Open and accountable, 
which means no longer just having a website to have hearings about 
the perimeter security. I am asking the government to conduct real 
parliamentary hearings and have oversight, not just website, one way 
announcements and a consultation. It is not acceptable when so 
much is at risk. 


@ (1850) 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canada and the United States 
share a remarkable history that greatly benefits both countries. We 
are each other's closest trading partners. In fact, our relationship is a 
model for the world. 


Like all partnerships, ours must continue to evolve to address 
challenges and opportunities if it is to last and flourish. We share a 
common goal of keeping our borders open to commerce and closed 
to criminals and terrorists. 
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On February 4, the Prime Minister and President Obama 
announced the Shared Vision for Perimeter Security and Economic 
Competitiveness. This declaration marked a new long-term partner- 
ship between both countries and demonstrated a continued 
commitment to promote greater economic opportunity and to 
address threats as early as possible on both sides of the border. 


Since being announced, we have been listening to the views of 
Canadians on this important initiative to ensure that Canada's 
interests are protected as we move forward. 


In total, the government received input from more than 1,000 
Canadians and almost 200 submissions from groups and organiza- 
tions, including business groups, provinces and territories, munici- 
palities, organized labour, civil society groups, academics and think 
tanks. 


We reached out directly to national and regional groups and 
organizations, as well as border communities and first nations. A 
letter was also sent to every premier and territorial leader inviting 
provinces and territories to engage in the dialogue. 


On August 29, the Minister of Foreign Affairs made public two 
reports on these consultations and, earlier today, these reports were 
tabled in the House for all members to review. The member opposite 
should review them. 


The member speaks of a secretive process. This could not be 
further from the truth. 


We thank the people and businesses who took the time to provide 
us with so much thoughtful input. These are important issues for 
Canada and Canadians and the overwhelming response we received 
makes this evident. 


We will continue to work with President Obama and his 
administration to deliver on this initiative without compromising 
Canadian sovereignty. 


Canadians elected a strong, stable, national majority Conservative 
government in May. They gave us a strong mandate to secure our 
economic recovery by protecting their interests and promoting their 
values. 


Keeping our borders open to legitimate trade and travellers and 
closed to criminal and terrorist elements is vital in that regard. 


I would think that the member opposite would want to join us in 
securing Canada's security and economic prosperity. 


Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, the problem is that every time an 
agreement has been signed we have had a thickening of the border 
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and the government has not contended. It has listened to Hillary 
Clinton, Lieberman and other elected officials run Canada's name 
down with regard to 9/11. At the same time, it has never challenged 
them on that and has allowed this myth to develop. 


With regard to the process right now, it is done in a vacuum. It 
should be done in the public. The dialogue should be going back and 
forth between the different groups. It should not just be point and 
click on a website right now. A thousand people is not a lot when we 
consider our sovereignty and our personal privacy are at risk. In fact, 
the Privacy Commissioner has warned of the threats with regard to 
losing personal security. 


As things currently stand, the government did nothing when the 
patriot act was introduced, and Canadian personal information is 
taken from us without our knowing if we have our data assembled in 
the United States, for example. 


I would point to the fact that we need to have greater 
accountability because even the Rideau Institute has noted that 
personal privacy and a number of different issues will be at risk with 
regard to this deal. Why can it not happen in these chambers? Why 
can it not happen in the halls of Parliament where we actually have 
the parliamentary oversight of legislation that affects so many 
Canadians? 


© (1855) 


Mr. Bob Dechert: Mr. Speaker, our shared border plays a 
fundamental role in Canada's relationship with the United States and 
speeding up legitimate trade and travel is crucial in this regard, as 1s 
creating jobs and opportunities for Canadians and Americans alike. 


The government received a great deal of valuable input from the 
public consultation process, as well as diverse views on many issues. 
These are important issues for Canada and Canadians, and the 
overwhelming response that we received makes this evident. 


We are working with President Obama and his administration to 
streamline and secure our border and to enhance regulatory co- 
operation, ensuring that people and goods can flow freely and safely 
between our two countries. 


[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The motion to 
adjourn the House is now deemed to have been adopted. 
Accordingly, this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 6:56 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Tuesday, September 20, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
© (1005) 
[English] 
SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (for the Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada) moved for leave to introduce Bill C-10, An Act 
to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to amend the 
State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled Drugs and 
Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release Act, the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee Protection 
Act and other Acts. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


*K*K* 


PETITIONS 
MEGA-QUARRY DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. David Tilson (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
have the honour to present a petition signed by a number of people 
from my riding. 


The petitioners wish to draw the attention of all members of 
Parliament to the proposed mega-quarry in Melancthon Township in 
Dufferin County, Ontario. It would be the largest open-pit quarry in 
Canada at over 900 hectares, or 2,300 acres. The proposed mega- 
quarry would delve more than 60 metres, or 200 feet, deep, which is 
well below the water table. The proposed mega-quarry would 
threaten the headwaters of the Nottawasaga, Grand and Saugeen 
watershed systems and the Mad, Noisy, Pine and Boyne river sub- 
watersheds, consequently, detrimentally and permanently affecting 
the aquifers in the area of the proposed mega-quarry. The proposed 
mega-quarry would put at risk the drinking water of over one million 
Canadians. The proposed mega-quarry would threaten freshwater 
fish species, particularly in the Pine River, and would further harm 
freshwater fish species and their regeneration affecting Georgian Bay 
and Lake Huron. The proposed mega-quarry would remove from 
production some of Ontario's best farmland. The proposed mega- 
quarry would threaten the Grand and Nottawasaga river watersheds, 
including various freshwater fish species. The proposed mega-quarry 


would threaten local flora and fauna, including species at risk like 
the bobolink, a small endangered blackbird. The proposed mega- 
quarry would initially see 150 truckloads of aggregates leaving the 
quarry per hour heading south, and 150 empty truckloads returning 
to the quarry, and other trucks transporting 52 tonnes of explosives 
to the quarry per day on local roadways not designed to carry such 
traffic. 


Based on the proposed mega-quarry application, there are distinct 
issues relating to the use of water operations based on NAFTA 
considerations, which may have a very substantially negative 
financial implication federally and provincially. 


Therefore, the petitioners call upon the Government of Canada to 
conduct an environmental assessment under the authority of the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Act on the proposed Highland 
Companies’ mega-quarry development. 


The Speaker: I would remind hon. members that it is the practice 
not to read the entire petition but just to provide a brief summary 
thereof. 

CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 
Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it 


is with pleasure that I bring to the House a petition from Manitobans 
concerned the Canadian Wheat Board. 


As it was pointed out clearly yesterday, tens of thousands of 
prairie wheat farmers have sent a very Strong message to the 
Conservative government that they do not want the Canadian Wheat 
Board to be dismantled. This is what this petition is about. 


I would ask the government to respond to this petition. 


**e* 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that all questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. . 
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GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
@ (1010) 
[English] 


PREVENTING HUMAN SMUGGLERS FROM ABUSING 
CANADA'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM ACT 


The House resumed from September 19 consideration of the 
motion that Bill C-4, An Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act, the Balanced Refugee Reform Act and the Marine 
Transportation Security Act, be read the second time and referred to 
a committee, and of the amendment. 


The Speaker: The last time the bill was before the House, the 
hon. member for Newton—North Delta had eight minutes left in 
debate. 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it is my pleasure to continue with the points I was making 
yesterday. Once again I want to express my concern that this piece of 
legislation is being presented under public safety when the bill 
actually deals with immigration and citizenship. This is a real issue. 
Since when have we as Canadians seen the arrival of immigrants in 
this country as a public safety issue? I urge the government to send 
this bill to the Standing Committee on Citizenship and Immigration 
as it goes through its committee stage. 


Yesterday I mentioned very briefly the impact this legislation 
would have on families. We as Canadians pride ourselves on being 
compassionate and caring. The world looks to Canada to be 
compassionate and caring. People across the world choose to make 
Canada their home. I am a first generation immigrant. I came from 
England. I chose Canada to be my home. One of the reasons I chose 
Canada is its inclusivity and acceptance of people from around the 
world. 


This legislation is going in the wrong direction. The legislation 
sends the wrong message to refugees. There are people who have 
spent years in war-torn territories running for their lives, separated 
from their families, not knowing where they will get their next meal. 
Some people do not even know where they are going to sleep the 
next night, whether they will wake up in the morning, or how many 
of their loved ones they will lose. 


The legislation tells refugees that when they arrive in Canada it 
will take up to a year to examine their designations. During that time 
they will be in isolation and given a special designation for which the 
criteria are not clear at all. A lot of power seems to be vested in the 
minister and there seems to be a lot of smoke and mirrors in that we 
do not know the criteria. Once they have been designated they will 
not get to apply for permanent residence for five or six years. 


This. means the individuals who arrive here, who have already 
been torn from their families and have suffered enough, would not 
get travel documents. They would be able to work, but they would 
not have any rights. They would not have permanent residence. We 
would throw their lives into further turmoil and uncertainty for five 
or six years. They would not know if the families they left behind 
would ever be able to join them. They would not have the needed 
mental relief in knowing they have arrived in a safe haven. We must 
think about what that must feel like. 
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Imagine, for example, a young woman with two children who 
arrives here but her husband and two other kids are still back in 
Somalia. For six or seven years she cannot apply for permanent 
residence or for her family to join her. What are we saying to her? 
We are saying that we are going to provide her with this vacuum for 
five or six years, but she does not have any of the rights. She cannot 
apply for permanent residence. By the way, permanent residence 
does not take place the day someone applies for it. It takes time as 
well. Imagine the amount of time she will have to wait until the rest 
of her family can join her. It could take 10 to 15 years, depending on 
how we do the math. 


@ (1015) 


Surely that is not the kind of image of Canada that we want to 
project to the world. We want the rest of the world to see us as 
compassionate and caring. ; 


By creating two levels of refugees and denying appeals in that first 
year we are saying that we are prepared to break conventions 
governing the rights of refugees and the rights of children. That 
concerns me as a Canadian. I know Canadians right across this 
country will be concerned about that. 


We pride ourselves on our family values. We pride ourselves on 
being a welcoming nation. I urge this House not to support this bill 
because we would be sending a message to the world that we are 
becoming a much colder, less caring nation when we see legislation 
such as this bill going through. 


Let us see who is opposed to this legislation. There is the 
Canadian Council for Refugees. I talked to some of my constituents. 
When I phoned them they said, “This is ridiculous. It is not a 
problem.” If we are worrying about smugglers, we already have a 
life sentence for smugglers. In Canada that is the highest penalty that 
can be given. 


This is actually more punishment for people who have already 
suffered atrocities and difficulties that most of us in this chamber 
cannot even imagine. 


As a counsellor I had the privilege of working with children who 
arrived here as refugees after spending years in detention camps or in 
very unsafe and volatile living conditions. Dealing with those 
children is extremely challenging. Now we are leaving those same 
children in a vacuum for five, six or seven years, maybe even longer. 


The Canadian Council for Refugees is opposed to this legislation, 
as is Amnesty International. The Canadian Civil Liberties Associa- 
tion has taken a position, as have the Canadian Bar Association and 
the Centre for Refugee Studies. What keeps coming up over and 
over again is that this bill is a draconian piece of legislation. 


| 
| 
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[ urge all members to look at what it is we are trying to address. If 
we are trying to address the smugglers, let us focus on enforcement, 
provide extra resources and go after the smugglers. Let us not punish 
people who have already been victimized. 


Let us all put ourselves in the position of a refugee. Let us imagine 
how we would feel reaching a safe haven called Canada and then 
being faced with detention and uncertainty. 


I ask members to please defeat this bill. 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for raising some of the very serious concerns 
that we in the NDP have about this bill. 


I would like to ask the hon. member about another issue we have 
heard a lot about from people. Certainly as members of Parliament 
we deal with the process of appeals for humanitarian and 
compassionate applications. This is something we all are quite 
familiar with. It is an underpinning of the fairness of Canada's 
immigration and citizenship system. 


Under this bill we know that designated persons would not be able 
to make such an application for five years. It is certainly removing a 
provision that normally has been part of the system, and has been 
there as a safeguard to ensure that legitimate applications based on 
humanitarian and compassionate grounds can come forward. 


I would ask the member to comment on that. Also, does she think 
this bill is removing an element that has been very much a part of our 
system of evaluating applications and that compassionate and 
humanitarian grounds are very legitimate? 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims: Madam Speaker, as Canadians we 
pride ourselves on fair, open and transparent processes. However, 
this legislation would establish a process whereby those who are 
designated would not have access to the appeal process. That is 
absolutely wrong. It goes against the very fabric of who we are as 
Canadians. It violates some international conventions on the rights of 
refugees. To detain refugees for a year as they await designation 
without access to an appeal process is disturbing and very un- 
Canadian. Is the first lesson we want to teach those who arrive here 
from volatile and dangerous conditions or war-torn countries that a 
world-respected country like Canada will not offer them an appeal 
process? 


The fundamental problem with this legislation which purports to 
address human smuggling is that it does not address human 
smuggling. Human smuggling will continue. The only way to stop 
it is not by punishing the victims who have already suffered enough, 
but by providing funding and additional resources to enforcement 
agencies to allow enforcement officers to do their job. 


@ (1020) 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam 
Speaker, I checked yesterday's information because I am baffled by 
the government saying that as a developed, industrialized country we 
have provided more support for refugees than any other indus- 
trialized country. According to the minister, we will be accepting 
14,000 refugees next year. However, according to Amnesty 
International's website, Germany and the United States each 
provides support for one-quarter of a million refugees. 
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I am baffled by this claim and I wonder if the member has any 
further information about it. 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims: Madam Speaker, I will certainly be 
examining those figures more closely. This legislation is not about 
how many refugees will come to this country. Rather, it is about how 
we will treat those who land on our soil. Once again I want to focus 
on who we are as Canadians and how we wish to treat those people 
who have suffered through war, persecution and very difficult 
environments. We can all use numbers to confuse, but as 
parliamentarians we have a responsibility to ask ourselves from a 
humanitarian point of view what the bill is attempting to address. 


Smugglers do not live on the boats or planes that transport 
refugees here. They are probably living very comfortable lives. This 
bill would not reduce the amount of money they charge people for 
transportation. Rather, it would lead to further persecution of 
victims. Let us enforce the excellent legislation and laws presently in 
place to target smugglers. We do not need this law against 
smugglers. 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Madam Speaker, we all 
know where our hearts are on many of these issues and I share many 
of the thoughts and comments of the hon. member. 


Coming back to what the bill should do, which is to deal with 
those involved in human smuggling, I would like to hear the 
member's suggestions and comments on what is required in order to 
discourage human smuggling and, most importantly, what kind of 
actions we should be taking. 


@ (1025) 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims: Madam Speaker, what is key is the 
existing legislation. Rather than looking for a new kind of photo op 
and public safety issue where there is none, let us look at the existing 
law and enforce it. We have heard in the past that the enforcement 
agencies do not have enough staffing. Therefore, let us put additional 
resources in place to target those who are engaged in human 
smuggling instead of victims. 


I absolutely believe that those who are engaged in these illegal 
activities need to be brought to justice by way of our judicial system. 
It is a good system with appropriate laws in place. The maximum 
sentence for human smuggling is life imprisonment, the highest 
punishment conferred in Canada. In that context, let us concentrate 
on enforcement by targeting where smugglers live and how they 
operate. To detain refugees once they arrive in Canada is draconian. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague from Newton— 
North Delta for her excellent and very relevant speech. 


My question has to do with the provisions of the bill that prevent 
refugees from appealing to the appropriate authorities. We know 
what happened. Yesterday, the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration 
and Multiculturalism made reference to Australia. But in Australia, 
the supreme court intervened and invalidated the provisions that 
prevented refugees from appealing. 
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What does my colleague think about these provisions in Canada? 
Does she think that they could also be invalidated by the Supreme 
Court of Canada? 


[English] 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims: Madam Speaker, in Australia the 
appeal procéss was overruled. If this bill passes as is, I expect that it 
will be overturned here as well. 


As Canadians, we respect international law and have signed many 
United Nations conventions. Therefore, it makes no sense to attempt 
to put legislation in place that we know will be overturned. It would 
be akin to giving oneself a black eye, which makes no sense. 


I question the purpose of the bill and why it comes under public 
safety. This is an immigration and citizenship issue. However, the 
government is putting it forward as a public safety issue. Let us look 
at it for what it is rather than tarnish our reputation in the eyes of the 
international community. 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Madam Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to speak to Bill C-4 today. However, as this is my first time 
rising in the House since the election in May, I would like to take one 
moment to thank the voters of Burlington for sending me back here 
with 54% of the vote. It was a very nice election. 


I want to congratulate all members, whether new or returning to 
the House. As well, I believe it is important to welcome the pages 
who are just starting out this week. Remembering everyone's names 
and idiosyncrasies is a tough job. They do a great job and I thank 
them. I hope they have a great year. 


I am pleased to stand in the House today to speak in support of the 
bill. It will go a long way to making our nation safer by cracking 
down on the illegal and dangerous activity of human smuggling. The 
Preventing Human Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration 
System Act is a critical piece of legislation that responds to a critical 
need. 


The smuggling of people is not a new crime. In fact, it has been 
happening around the world for many decades. I am sure all hon. 
members have heard stories of people paying a fee to bypass legal 
and proper immigration processes to sneak across the Mexico-United 
States border. 


My riding of Burlington is not that far from the U.S. border, and 
on a weekly basis a number of people come to see me regarding the 
issue of crossing the border illegally. 


When I was first elected, I was amazed that individuals in 
discussing with me how they came to Canada eventually would 
admit that they got here illegally. They did not follow the legal 
process. They claimed refugee status when they arrived at the border. 
Then they would come to my office because they wanted me as their 
MP to help them continue the illegal process they had started. 


Out of respect for the office I hold as a member of Parliament, | 
told those individuals that I would not interfere in any illegal activity 
that they had undertaken. I instructed them to follow the legal and 
appropriate processes to immigrate to Canada, under the refugee 
system and the immigration system. Often we would call those 
people a few weeks later to determine what they had decided to do, 
but they would be hard to find and in some cases we could not find 
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them at all. It does happen. It happens in Burlington. It happens 
across this country and has been happening for many years. 


It may come as a surprise to some that this problem is not new to 
Canada. Every year thousands of people seeking asylum try to enter 
Canada illegally by air or by land through the help of organized 
criminal smuggling networks. 


As well, illegal immigration by sea is not new to Canada. In 1999, 
close to 600 immigrants from China's Fujian province arrived on 
Canada's west coast in four different vessels. What has changed is 
that Canadians are aware now of the direct impact this criminal 
activity is having on our nation. Canadians have received a wake-up 
call that Canada is being increasingly targeted by organized human 
smugglers based out of Southeast Asia who view our immigration 
system as a very generous system to be exploited for profit. 


Two events in recent years have served to raise the profile of this 
issue in the minds of Canadians. One is the ship that recently came to 
British Columbia. My constituents have been asking what we will do 
to stop this from happening in the future. 


Last August, 492 Sri Lankan Tamils arrived in British Columbia _ 
aboard the vessel the MV Sun Sea. This occurred less than one year 
after the arrival of the MV Ocean Lady, which carried 76 Sri Lankan 
Tamils. 


These two events are an issue in my riding. Although we are in 
Burlington, thousands of miles away from where the activities took 
place, Burlingtonians and all Canadians are concerned about how we 
could allow those events to happen. 


© (1030) 


While these two vessels landed on the west coast, this is an issue 
that, as I said, extends across the country. In the past, Canadian 
border authorities have also dealt with cases of human smuggling in 
eastern Canada, including at the Port of Montreal. 


This is a growing transnational issue that threatens our national 
security. It also raises significant concerns regarding human rights 
and the rule of law here in Canada. 


These human smugglers are making huge profits by promoting 
illegal immigration. They are not immigration consultants. They are 
not helping people with the actual process. They are taking 
thousands of dollars from individuals and putting them on 
inappropriate ships and sending them to countries, including Canada, 
where they think they can get away with bypassing the immigration 
system. They are charging individuals large sums of money to 
transport them to a country and advising them to claim asylum, 
refugee status, when they arrive. This unlawful activity has 
implications for our country. Ultimately, it affects our system and 
all Canadians across this country. 
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I am sure that hon. members can well imagine how conducting 
identity and admissibility examinations of over 500 individuals 
arriving on a single boat can significantly tax our immigration and 
border security systems. Let us be frank about it: we are not set up 
for mass immigration or mass asylum seekers in that format. 


Sadly, the costs of human smuggling to society are more than can 
be measured on balance sheets. Often this illegal transport means 
great misery, illness and even death for many of the individuals 
involved, who are transported thousands of miles in very unsafe 
conditions. 


This was clearly seen in the terrible events that occurred off the 
coast of Australia's Christmas Island in December of last year. Thirty 
people lost their lives when a wooden boat operated by suspected 
human smugglers was destroyed in stormy weather. The Christmas 
Island example in Australia is just one of many incidents that have 
happened around the world. 


Further, human smuggling is fundamentally unfair to those who 
follow the rules and wait their turn to come to Canada, which we all 
see in our offices. We all sympathize with those who are following 
the rules and are trying to become Canadian immigrants by 
following the legal procedure. 


Tam a sixth or seventh generation Canadian, but my in-laws came 
here from Italy. They came through the legal route. They had to wait 
their turn to get here. They followed the process. They did not come 
on a boat and claim refugee status after paying a smuggler thousands 
of dollars to escape from Italy. They followed the rules. They expect 
everyone else to follow the rules. They welcome immigrants, 
obviously. In my family, particularly through marriage; people in my 
in-laws' family are almost all immigrants. They havé been very 
successful. Canada has been good to them. Canada is the better for 
their arrival and their contribution, but they did it the legal way, and 
that is what this bill is about. 


Canada welcomes thousands of new immigrants and refugees 
every year through one of the most generous and fair refugee 
systems in the world, but when Canada is forced to deal with the 
arrival of a vessel filled with hundreds of illegal migrants, the 
resulting backlog of work means that those who go through the 
proper immigration channels get pushed back in line. This is not fair 
to them, their children or their spouses. 


We will not stand idly by while criminal organizations target our 
country and our generosity. That is why our government took action 
in October of last year and first introduced this legislation to send a 
clear message to human smugglers that Canada will not tolerate 
them. That is why we have reintroduced this legislation in this 
session. We believe that the passing of this bill cannot come soon 
enough. 


This issue is not going to go away. We must act now. We must be 
responsible parliamentarians. 
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With this legislation we are taking firm and reasonable action to 
defend the integrity of our borders. We are determined to protect our 
immigration and refugee system from abuse and to prosecute human 
smugglers to the full extent of the law. 
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While Canadians are, by and large, supportive of a generous and 
open immigration and refugee system, we also understand that every 
sovereign country has a responsibility to protect its citizens and the 
integrity of its borders. This bill clearly shows that we will not 
tolerate abuse of our immigration system, either by human 
smugglers or by those unwilling to abide by the rules. At the same 
time, it will allow us to continue offering protection to legitimate 
refugees. 


The new legislation will enable the Minister of Public Safety to 
declare the arrival of a group of persons as an “irregular arrival” and 
make those involved subject to the bill's measures. The bill 
recognizes the gravity of this decision by stating in clear terms that 
only the Minister of Public Safety can make this decision and that it 
cannot be delegated to another official. 


The legislation will also make it easier to prosecute human 
smugglers, establish mandatory minimum prison sentences for those 
who are convicted of human smuggling, and hold shipowners and 
operators to account for the use of their ships in human smuggling 
operations. This bill reduces the attraction of coming to Canada by 
way of an illegal smuggling operation. 


The legislation contains measures to prevent those who come to 
Canada as part of an irregular arrival, including those who 
subsequently obtain refugee status, from applying for permanent 
resident status for a period of at least five years, including those who 


obtain that refugee status. 


We want to enhance the opportunity to rescind the refugee status 
and remove from Canada those who return to their country of origin 
for a vacation or who demonstrate in any other way that they are not 
legitimately in need of Canada's protection. We must prevent 
individuals who come to Canada as part of a designated human 
smuggling operation from sponsoring family members for a period 
of up to five years. 


Many of Canada's global allies and partners have found 
themselves the target of organized human smuggling ventures. This 
is an international problem, and it must have an international 
solution. No nation can solve illegal smuggling by acting purely on 
its own. That is why we have appointed a special adviser on human 
smuggling and illegal migration, Mr. Ward Alcock, to coordinate a 
whole-of-government approach to this issue. Mr. Alcock's role 
allows us to engage other international partners with a common 
voice to find ways to prevent these vessels from departing from their 
home country in the first place. 


Since his appointment in October of 2010, Mr. Alcock has met 


with officials in Australia and a number of other states in southeast 


Asia, as well as with representatives at the United Nations, to discuss 
approaches to managing irregular immigration that is happening 
around the world. He has also attended several meetings of the Bali 
process, which is a regional forum that brings together more than 50 
countries and international organizations that are developing 
practical measures to combat human smuggling and related crimes 
in the South Pacific region. 
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Adding weight to this international discussion, the Prime Minister 
has urged leaders from the APAC nations to work together to find 
concrete solutions to the problem of human smuggling. Last fall, the 
Prime Minister met with international allies at the annual Asia- 
Pacific Economic Cooperation forum highlighting the critical need 
for stronger and more effective laws to crack down on this global 
problem. This ongoing collaboration is critical to shutting down 
human smuggling operations and will send a very strong message to 
would-be smugglers that their illegal activities will no longer be 
tolerated. 


@ (1040) 


The measures we are introducing today will substantially improve 
our ability to crack down on those who engage in the illegal activity 
of human smuggling. These measures respect our international 
obligations and commitments that provide assistance and sanctuary 
for those who are legitimate refugees and who need our protection. 
Canada opens its doors to make sure they have the quality of life and 
opportunity that they all deserve so that they are able to start a new 
and better life here. 


We call on all hon. members to support this legislation and help us 
pass this act as soon as possible. 


Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
I would ask the hon. member for Burlington how the bill would 
address the human smugglers’ criminal activities and how it would 
prosecute them. 
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Mr. Mike Wallace: Madam Speaker, I thank the hon. member for 
the question and I congratulate her on her election to the House. 


I will use an analogy that will make the point. 


Those who are active in illegal activity, whether human smuggling 
or other illegal activity, need customers to be able to provide this 
illegal activity. In this case, the human smugglers look at Canada as a 
place where they can bypass all the rules. They look at Canada as a 
place where they can get people in to claim asylum; Canada will 
treat them like gold, and there will be no issue. Therefore, if they pay 
the $10,000 or whatever it is, the smuggler will get them here, and 
they will be fine. Of course, the smugglers do not live here. They 
live in their own countries. 


With this legislation we would make Canada's borders less like a 
doormat. We would let the global community know that we have a 
system that gives fair treatment to true refugees who come through a 
legitimate process but that we will not tolerate boatloads of illegal, 
illegitimate refugees coming from human smugglers. This would 
take away the opportunity for the human smugglers to use Canada as 
a doormat. It would discourage them from putting together boats of 
people to come to Canada. That is what this legislation does. That is 
how it would tackle human smugglers who are the core of the 
problem. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Louis Plamondon (Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour, 
BQ): Madam Speaker, I do not think that the hon. member opposite 
answered the previous question from the NDP member, who asked 
what, exactly, the government was doing about the criminals who 
exploit these immigrants to bring them here. 
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In my opinion, this bill still goes after the victims instead of those 
who traffic these immigrants. The bill requires some major 
amendments. In addition, I believe that the entire bill still focuses 
more on criminals than on victims. The government wants to invest 
money in prisons and give additional penalties, but what will it do 
for victims in terms of support, follow-up and assistance? 


I wonder whether the member would agree to split this bill into 
several parts, so that we can examine the many provisions that it 
contains. I think most of us would agree on half of the measures in 
this bill. There are some very good measures, but some are 
unacceptable, especially those that affect Quebec's traditional values 
and that go completely against what the Government of Quebec and 
Quebec society have always advocated. 


[English] 


Mr. Mike Wallace: Madam Speaker, I congratulate the member 
on his re-election. I believe he is the longest-serving member in the 
House. 


The answer is, no, I do not think we are interested in splitting up 
the bill. It is a package and it works better as a package to discourage 
human smugglers from using Canada as a place to deploy 
illegitimate refugees. 


The last point was about the values of Quebeckers. I believe the 
values of Quebeckers are the same values as all other Canadians, 
whether they live in British Columbia, Burlington or Nova Scotia, 
and their values are about fairness. A fundamental piece of our 
immigration and refugee system is fairness and appropriateness for 
those who are coming here through the legitimate system that exists. 
We have a generous and well-respected immigration and refugee 
process that is recognized around the world and it is fair. What is 
happening is that human smugglers are trying to take advantage of 
the system and circumvent it. Whether one is a Quebecker, an 
Ontarian or a British Columbian, people think it is fair. This 
legislation puts fairness first and foremost in our immigration and 
refugee system. 
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Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, the member opposite suggested that this bill was somehow 
fair. If I were a refugee, it would not matter to me how I got here but 
it matters to the government how a person gets here. If the 
government decides that refugees got here by a method it did not 
like, such as having to pay somebody to travel, a method that has 
been used for centuries to come to North America, how does it 
decide that it is fair to treat refugees who it deems to be illegal 
different from refugees it decides are legal? How is it fair that there 
are two classes of refugees, both of whom are equally refugees? 


Mr. Mike Wallace: Madam Speaker, in his question he answered 
his own question. Do most Canadians not think it is fair that the legal 
process that is available in that country is followed? That is what 
fairness is. It is taking the legal route. Is it fair that we put criminals 
in jail if they do something illegal? Just because they do it illegally, 
do we not treat them fairly? 
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We have a system that treats legal refugee claimants fairly. Why 
would we bend the rules of our legal system for those who come 
here illegally and turn a blind eye to it? Do we say, “They got here 
illegally. So what?” That is not fair to the thousands and thousands 
of immigrants who come here through legal channels and the legal 
refugee process. That is what fairness is. That is why this legislation 
brings fairness to our system, continues to treat refugees fairly and 
goes after human smugglers who are trying to use Canada as a 
doormat. 


Mr. Mare Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, the vast majority of Canadians, I am sure we all agree, 
believe very strongly in the Charter of Rights and Freedoms in this 
country. The issue of arbitrary detention for very long periods of 
time is extremely troubling. We do not subscribe to that approach as 
it is being proposed in Bill C-4 and as the member for Burlington has 
talked about. 


I would like to ask a very practical question. What happens if 
somebody is detained for an extremely long period of time because 
he or she is suspected of being a smuggler and it turns out that the 
person is a perfectly legitimate refugee? Is there any kind of 
compensation accorded to that person? 


Mr. Mike Wallace: Madam Speaker, the answer is, no. Those 
who are coming here are detained for up to a year or until there is a 
determination that they are legitimate refugees, which could happen 
sooner than a year. The process is simple. 


The vast majority of calls from people in my riding wanted us to 
ensure that these people were legitimate refugees. This legislation 
addresses that issue by having a detention process where these 
refugees are not travelling across the country where we do not know 
where they are, but that we keep them in place until we determine 
whether they are legitimate refugees. It is the appropriate thing to do. 
It is the fair thing to do. This is the right legislation for this kind of 
human smuggling. 


[ Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: Resuming debate. Speeches will now be 
10 minutes each and will be followed by five minutes of questions. 


The hon. member for Vaudreuil-Soulanges. 
[English] 

Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I would first congratulate the member for Burlington on 
his election victory. I am glad his leader finally allowed him to speak 
his mind six months after his victory. I hope to hear from him sooner 
rather than later but I guess that is for his leader to decide. 


I will speak to this bill, first, to express my concerns with its 
shortcomings and then, to suggest to the members opposite some of 
the ways the government may be able to improve it. 


Chief among my concerns are the effects this bill will have on 
children and their families. My second concern is with the effect that 
this bill will result in wasteful spending of taxpayer dollars on a non- 
existent problem and the negative effects this bill will have on our 
economy. 


Iam a family man. My daughter is a priority for me. One of the 
| reasons I serve in this House is so she may grow up in a better world 
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and have a better life. It is something I wish for all children, not just 
for my own and not just for Canadian children. I am sure there are 
many members in this House who have similar wishes and who wish 
for the well-being of children. 


As members know, our country is a signatory to the United 
Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. This month, we 
celebrated the 21st anniversary of its ratification. It is an important 
document because it outlines the international consensus of basic 
rights of children. So, it is with great worry that I see that Bill C-4 
may jeopardize our commitment to this important convention. 


I do not want to believe that the government would detain children 
for up to a year just because the children were trying to flee the most 
dire circumstances, whether it be war, famine or persecution. 
Unfortunately, Bill C-4 would result in the detention of children. I 
think many Canadians will feel shameful when they learn that our 
government intends to detain children, regardless of their country of 
origin. Perhaps the government intends to build detention centres so 
Canadians will not be able to see its actions in this respect. Simply 
put, the detention of children that would result from this bill is not 
acceptable and runs contrary to Canadian values. 


I will outline how the government would be in violation of the UN 
Convention on the Rights of the Child. I would like to explain a bit 
about this convention to the members opposite and to whom it 
applies. 


Article 1 of the convention states: 


For the purposes of the present Convention, a child means every human being 
below the age of eighteen years unless under the law applicable to the child, majority 
is attained earlier. 


The Conservative government often likes to speak of the age of 
consent in its care for children. This convention applies to all people 
aged zero to eighteen. 


Bill C-4 would put us in contravention of Article 2 of the 
convention, which states: 


States Parties shall respect and ensure the rights set forth in the present 
Convention to each child within their jurisdiction without discrimination of any kind, 
irrespective of the child's or his or her parent's or legal guardian's race, colour, sex, 
language, religion, political or other opinion, national, ethnic or social origin, 
property, disability, birth or other status. 


Subsection (2) states: 


States Parties shall take all appropriate measures to ensure that the child is 
protected against all forms of discrimination or punishment on the basis of the status, 
activities, expressed opinions, or beliefs of the child's parents, legal guardians, or 
family members. 


Bill C-4 would create two classes of refugee claimants with a 
different set of rights. In effect, the bill would discriminate against 
children who will fall under the category of “designated claimants”. 
This is in clear violation of Article 2 of the convention. 


Bill C-4 would put us in contravention of Article 3 of the 
convention, which states: 
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In all actions concerning children, whether undertaken by public or private social 
welfare institutions, courts of law, administrative authorities or legislative bodies, the 
best interests of the child shall be a primary consideration. 


I think it is quite clear and obvious to the members opposite that 
this implies that refugee children must be treated in the same way we 
would treat our own children. I think members would also agree that 
they would not accept the detention of their own children, especially 
if their children were fleeing a war-torn area. 
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Bill C-4 would violate article 7(2) of the convention that states: 


States Parties shall ensure the implementation of these rights in accordance with 
their national law and their obligations under the relevant international instruments in 
this field, in particular where the child would otherwise be stateless. 


Even if Bill C-4 had provisions for children to be detained, it 
would be difficult for the government to fulfill its obligations to the 
convention with its detention centres because of article 31, the right 
to play, and article 39, the right to psychological and physical 
recovery of child victims, which states: 


States Parties shall take all appropriate measures to promote physical and 
psychological recovery and social reintegration of a child victim of: any form of 
neglect, exploitation, or abuse; torture or any other form of cruel, inhuman or 
degrading treatment or punishment; or armed conflicts. Such recovery and 
reintegration, shall take place in an environment which fosters the health, self- 
respect and dignity of the child. 


It would mean that children would need to be provided with 
acceptable play areas, areas for cultural expression, access to 
psychological and counselling services and services that cater to the 
child's development. It is fine for the Prime Minister to use the UN to 
justify things like going to war, for his international position and 
beliefs on foreign affairs, yet reject a convention made by the same 
body to which we were signatory. 


It is all fine and dandy to promote child and maternal health, 
except when the child and mother are refugees. We will have to build 
state-of-the-art facilities with play areas, educational opportunities, 
office spaces for the teams of psychologists and educators and 
medical staff. | 


This brings me to my second point, which is the costs incurred as 
a result of this ideologically piece of legislation. 


Has the government factored in how much new detention facilities 
would cost? Did the government just think it could detain children, 
without fulfilling its obligations to the convention? Let us remind the 
government of its duties and obligations in this matter. Article 22(1) 
reads as follows: 


States Parties shall take appropriate measures to ensure that a child who is 
seeking refugee status or who is considered a refugee in accordance with applicable 
international or domestic law and procedures shall, whether unaccompanied or 
accompanied by his or her parents or by any other person, receive appropriate 
protection and humanitarian assistance in the enjoyment of applicable rights set forth 
in the present Convention and in other international human rights or humanitarian 
instruments to which the said States are Parties. 


Article 22(2) states: 


For this purpose, States Parties shall provide, as they consider appropriate, co- 
operation in any efforts by the United Nations and other competent intergovern- 
mental organizations or non-governmental organizations co-operating with the 
United Nations to protect and assist such a child and to trace the parents or other 
members of the family of any refugee child in order to obtain information necessary 
for reunification with his or her family. In cases where no parents or other members 
of the family can be found, the child shall be accorded the same protection as any 
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other child permanently or temporarily deprived of his or her family environment for 
any reason, as set forth in the present Convention. 


Rather than punish the victims, we should show compassion and 
help them integrate into our society. I remind members across to look 
at what happened in 1979 and 1980 when over 50,000 Vietnamese 
people arrived on our shores by boat. These refugees came from a 
war-torn nation that was considered an enemy of our neighbours. 
From listening to media reports of the day not everyone was happy 
with their arrival, yet the progressive government of that day showed 
leadership in helping the refugees integrate. The Vietnamese 
Canadian community have been vibrant players in Canada's 
economy. We have two members within our caucus who come 
from this community, the member for Brossard—La Prairie and the 
member for Beauharnois—Salaberry. 


I pause to think how low we have sunk with this terrible 
legislation. 


@ (1100) 


The bill only drives home the fact that the Conservatives have 
given up the “progressive” label and that they fail when it comes to 
progressive leadership. Instead of integrating, they are saying that 
people have to wait five years. Instead of welcoming these people, 
they are detaining them and children. 


We should actually love our neighbours, not fear them. We should 
provide, within this legislation, a part where children and their 
families will be able to apply for humanitarian and compassionate 
exceptions. 


The legislation, as it is written, is not acceptable. It should be 
referred back to committee to be altered. 


@ (1105) 


The Deputy Speaker: I should inform the hon. member that there 
was an error in calculation. He did have the full 20 minutes for his 
intervention. I regret that he may have felt rushed. If he has any 
additional comments that he wishes to make, he officially still has 
eight minutes left. ; 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls: That is okay Madam Speaker. 


The Deputy Speaker: Questions and comment, the hon. member 
for Saanich—Gulf Islands. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam 
Speaker, this issue of having a Canadian law that will require jailing 
children of potential refugee claimants in Canada, the entire family, 
man, woman and child to be kept in detention for a full year, with 
only one review by the minister, is one of the most egregious parts of 
this so-called human smuggling legislation, which I now refer to as 
the “anti-refugee law”. 


As long as we keep calling it human smuggling legislation, we 
allow it to continue under disguise. It is actually anti-refugee 
legislation. 


I want put for the hon. member the scenario of the MV Sz. Louis in 
1939 in Halifax Harbour. Under our current laws, Captain Gustav 
Schroeder, who bravely took money and brought Jewish refugees 
from Nazi Germany to our shores, would be jailed for life. That is 
already Canadian law; that is not in this bill. Further, all 937 German 
Jewish refugees would be kept in internment for a year in Canada. 
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I accept that the hon. members from the government benches said 
yesterday that this would be far preferable to being sent back to 
death camps in Nazi Germany, but I really do not think that is how 
Canadians want to treat refugees who come to our shores, putting 
men, women and children in jail for a year. 


Could the hon. member expand on how he sees the bill affecting 
the children of refugee families? 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls: Madam Speaker, we can see that the effect of 
detaining children and families would be terrible. 


Imagine something happening in Canada where all of a sudden we 
had a natural disaster or some form of persecution causing 
Canadians to flee to another country. Then when they arrived at 
that country, they were not welcomed and integrated. Rather they 
were protected from the people of that country through detention 
because the public opinion there had been turned against all 
outsiders. 


I imagine the feeling of those families would be terrible. It would 
terribly psychologically damaging on those families, especially on 
their children. There are documented medical and physiological 
effects of child refugees who are not integrated or welcomed. There 
are serious physiological effects and psychological repercussions, 
PTSD, and all sorts of things that make it very difficult on a child's 
personal development. It is not in the best interests of the child. 
When that child eventually does integrate into society, extra care will 
be needed, which will take up resources. 


Why do we not start from point zero, helping these families 
integrate into our society rather than pushing them away? 


@ (1110) 


[Translation ]| 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague from Vaudreuil- 
Soulanges for speaking about detaining children. In addition to 
subjecting children to completely arbitrary detention, this bill, Bill 
C-4, would negatively and permanently affect their development. 
Allow me to elaborate. 


I have here a 2004 study from the Australian Human Rights 
Commission. It states that detaining children and adolescents has 
negative effects on their development and that the repercussions 
worsen with longer detention. Effects include anxiety, suicidal 
thoughts, self-harming behaviour—including self-mutilation—and 
lifelong post-traumatic stress. These are but a few examples of the 
major effects and problems that children can experience. 


As my colleague said, my parents arrived as refugees with the boat 
people in 1979. If Bill C-4 had been in effect then, my two brothers, 
then one and three, would likely have been detained for an indefinite 
period—at least a year if not more—and these catastrophic effects 
would have permanently affected their development. 


In addition, Bill C-4 is unfair. I would like my colleague to 
explain why arriving by boat is different. That is what the 
Conservatives are condemning. They want to penalize, for a second 
or third time, people who arrive here, legitimately seeking refugee 
protection. Yet we are putting extra pressure on them and they are 
being slapped with an inappropriate label. How does the member for 
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Vaudreuil-Soulanges think this discrimination could affect these 
refugees? 


[English] 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls: Madam Speaker, the member is completely 
within reason. The fact is this legislation would have the effect of 
institutionalizing racism in our refugee system. 


When I listened to the media reports during the 1979-80 arrival of 
the boat people from Vietnam, people on call-in shows said that 
those people did not belong here, that they were not Canadian, that 
they should wait their turn and that they were jumping the queue. 
The government of Joe Clark showed courage and compassion. It 
showed great values of welcoming these refugees. It even put 
resources overseas in Vietnam to process people coming here within 
a two-week period, not a five-year period or a one-year period. We 
are talking about 50,000 people who were processed in a period of 
two years and the government of the day processed them within two 
weeks, with limited resources and staff. Yet the current government 
says that it cannot do it and that it will not let queue-jumpers come 
here. ; 


In effect, what it is doing is institutionalizing racism in our 
country, and I find that extremely disserving. 


The Deputy Speaker: At this point, the time for 20 minute 
speeches has elapsed and we will revert to 10 minute speeches and 5 
minutes for questions and comments. 


The hon. member for Westlock—St. Paul. 


Mr. Brian Storseth (Westlock—St. Paul, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, it is a pleasure to be back in the House and to see you in 
the chair once again. 


Before I start my comments, I want to say that it has always been a 
Conservative government, whenever in power, that has led the way 
in welcoming immigrants and helping bring them into our society 
and country, and breaking colour barriers when it has come to the 
first members of Parliament of different origins. We in this 
Conservative government are proud of our history when it comes 
to this, and we stand by that history. 


It is my great pleasure to stand in the House today in support of 
this important piece of legislation. I have listened with great interest 
to the debate in the House today over the Preventing Human 
Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration System Act. 


However, the conversation has not been confined to the House, 
and nor should it be. This is an issue that has sparked much interest 
and discussion among Canadians and our global allies and partners. 
Last summer, it was one of the predominant issues in my riding. 


Hon. members have heard. much about this legislation over the 
course of these debates and they have had much to say about it. But 
it is important to take a step back, get past the rhetoric and fear- 
mongering and remind ourselves of the seriousness of this crime and 
why we must take measures to address it. 
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The United Nations defines human smuggling, or migrant 
smuggling, in the following way: 
The procurement, in order to obtain, directly or indirectly, a financial or other 


material benefit, of the illegal entry of a person into a State Party of which the person 
is not a national or a permanent resident. 


Simply put, it is the act of bringing people illegally from one 
nation to another for profit, often in the holds of ships or cramped 
containers. 


Most disturbing is the fact that no one fully knows accurately the 
number of people who are smuggled each and every year. The data 
are scattered and incomplete. There are some things, however, that 
we do know. 


We know there are intricate networks of human smugglers around 
the globe willing and able to help migrants evade national border 
controls, migration regulations and visa requirements. They do not 
do this out of the kindness of their hearts or out of a desire to help 
these individuals; human smugglers do their work in the name of 
profit and greed. 


We know that human smuggling is a highly profitable business 
with a fairly low risk of detection and punishment. That makes it 
increasingly attractive to organized criminal syndicates that work 
transnationally, across borders and regions. 


One of the great attractions to this type of crime is its low 
overhead costs, with no regulations or safeguards necessary to 
ensure the safety of the migrants who are smuggled. The more profit 
these smugglers make, the more brazen they become and the more 
risks they are willing to take with the lives of their passengers. 


We also know that human smugglers are very opportunistic and 
flexible. They constantly change their routes and their methods to 
avoid capture. 


Most important, we know that this problem can only be addressed 
with a coordinated, multifaceted approach among our global allies 
and partners. This is why Canada, along with more than 100 other 
countries, is signatory to various international conventions and 
protocols that condemn human smuggling and aim to protect 
legitimate asylum seekers. 


Human smuggling is a problem that affects virtually every nation 
in the world, either as a country of origin, transit or destination. 


Until a few years ago, most Canadians were either unaware of this 
criminal activity or perhaps believed that it was a crime that 
happened far away from our borders. That was until we received a 
sobering wake-up call when two vessels arrived on our west coast 
within a year of each other. The MV Ocean Lady arrived in 2009 
carrying 76 immigrants. The MV Sun Sea arrived less than a year 
later carrying almost 500 migrants. 


The reaction of most Canadians was swift. In an Angus Reid poll 
shortly after the MV Sun Sea arrived, almost half of the Canadians 
surveyed said they believed that all passengers and crew should be 
deported, even if they were found to have no links to terrorism. That 
is a telling number and, quite frankly, one we cannot ignore. 


Does this mean that Canadians have suddenly become intolerant 
or hateful toward immigrants? Not at all. Canadians are proud of our 
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welcoming and diverse multicultural society. What Canadians are 
telling us, however, is that they are outraged that human smuggling 
syndicates are exploiting Canada's fair and generous immigration 
system to make a quick profit. They share our government's grave 
concerns that Canada will continue to be a magnet for these irregular 
arrivals unless we do something now. These concerns are not 
unfounded. 


@ (1115) 


We continue to hear stories of possible ships headed to Canada. 
As recently as July, we learned that Indonesian authorities had 
stopped a ship filled with migrants that may have been destined for 
our shores. 


There is no time to waste. We must send a clear message to these 
human smugglers that Canada will not tolerate their abusing our 
immigration system. Furthermore, we will not tolerate the threat that 
human smuggling poses to our national security. It can be very 
difficult to establish the identities of smuggled migrants, many of 
whom come with no documentation whatsoever. 


When faced with facts, it is clear that the Preventing Human 
Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration System Act cannot 
come soon enough. With this legislation we are taking firm, 
reasonable actions to defend the integrity of our borders, protect our 
immigration and refugee system from abuse, and prosecute human 
smugglers to the fullest extent of the law. 


This legislation will strengthen our legal response to irregular 
arrivals in several crucial respects. It will give our immigration and 
law enforcement officials more time to identify and investigate 
individuals who are part of an irregular arrival. We believe that 
mandatory detention for up to one year is necessary and reasonable 
to allow for a thorough investigation of individuals who decide to 
arrive en masse. 


This legislation will also enhance the ability of law enforcement 
officials to identify and engage human smuggling ventures. This 
includes establishing minimum jail sentences for convicted smug- 
glers and extending the time period under which these offenders can 
and will be prosecuted. It will allow us to hit smugglers where they 
feel it most, in their pocketbooks. For example, it would amend the 
Marine Transportation Security Act to increase the penalties for 
owners and operators of vessels who fail to provide passenger 
information before entering Canadian waters; who refuse to comply 
with a ministerial direction to leave or not enter Canadian waters; or 
who provide false or misleading information to Canadian officials. 
Stiffer consequences, stiffer fines and stiffer sentences will send a 
message to human smugglers that we will not sit idly while they 
target our borders and our country, whether by sea, land, or air. 


In fact, our work does not begin and end with our own borders. 
We are working closely with our international partners to prevent 
these criminal ventures from departing for Canada. 
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This legislation sends a clear message, that Canada is a fair and 
generous and welcoming country for those who want to work for a 
better life, but there are legal and legitimate ways that must be 
followed to do so. These measures will substantially enhance our 
ability to crack down on those who engage in human smuggling, and 
these respect our international obligations and commitments to 
provide assistance and sanctuary for those refugees who need our 
protection and help to start a better life. 


Our government will continue to push ahead with our goal of 
passing this important bill to ensure the security and safety of 
Canadians, and to protect the rights of refugees who are following 
the proper legal steps to make Canada their home. 


I call on all hon. members to support swift passage of this 
legislation. 


@ (1120) 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, does the member opposite actually believe that human 
smugglers will read Hansard and Canadian legislation before 
collecting money from desperate people who are fleeing strife and 
war-torn countries and persecution? What measures does this 
legislation take to prevent the actual smugglers working overseas? 
What can Canada do to get the smugglers who are overseas 
collecting the money in other countries? 


Mr. Brian Storseth: Madam Speaker, as I said in my speech, this 
is about profit, this is about greed, this is about the selfishness of 
these human smugglers. Of course, they are going to go to places 
where they have the best chance of abusing the system. 


This legislation is about fairness, it is about reasonableness, it is 
about making sure that Canada is not used as a doormat and a target 
for these human smugglers. 


Of course, they are going to go to where it is most profitable for 
themselves, and this legislation helps make Canada not one of those 
targeted countries. , 


[Translation] 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Madam Speaker, as a 
former immigration minister, I look at my colleagues across the way 
and I feel like the Tea Party is a watered-down version of them, 
considering what they are trying to pass here today. It is appalling 
that anyone would try to label people who are already victims. 


First of all, the extraterritoriality of this bill cannot even be 
enforced. If the goal is prevention, we should enter into an 
international treaty, which would allow all countries to attack the 
vultures directly and would avoid labelling these would-be refugees. 


My question is very, very simple. Can the member tell me if the 
government sought a legal opinion that confirms that this bill is not 
unconstitutional? 


[English] 


Mr. Brian Storseth: Madam Speaker, in fact, Canada is working 
with over 100 other countries to ensure not only that Canada is not a 
target but also that certain other countries are not destination points, 
and to help other countries that are origin points. It is important that 
we take a global, holistic approach to this to make sure that we do 
the right thing. 
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My hon. colleague across the way was the Liberal Party's 
lieutenant in Quebec during that party's decline in the last several 
years in the province. I am surprised that he does not realize the 
position of the people of Quebec and the people Canada when it 
comes to this reasonable and fair approach to refugees and asylum 
seekers. 


@ (1125) 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam 
Speaker, could the government member opposite provide any 
empirical evidence for the repeated claim that Canada is being 
targeted? Most refugees around the world seek asylum in other 
countries of the developing world and Canada receives a very small 
proportion of the world's refugees. 


Mr. Brian Storseth: Madam Speaker, I am disappointed that her 
question was so brief. 


I do not know about empirical evidence, but I have seen the 
pictures and can point to the ships that we have confiscated and that 
are sitting in Canadian harbours and show that Canada is in fact a 
target for those in other countries. 


| Translation] 


Mr. Matthew Dubé (Chambly—Borduas, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I would like to quickly come back to a comment made 
by my colleague across the floor. He said that human trafficking 
presents a minimal risk. This raises the question as to why they are 
introducing even more arbitrary and draconian bills, when instead 
we could be enforcing existing measures better to end human 
trafficking, without penalizing refugees. 


[English] 


Mr. Brian Storseth: Madam Speaker, I can assure everyone that I 
did not say that human smuggling was minimal, nor did I in any way 
mitigate the importance of this piece of legislation. 


I understand that the hon. member may not have been in the 
chamber representing constituents last summer when this was such a 
huge issue across the country. 


I believe the approach that the Government of Canada is taking is 
a fair, reasonable and tough action to prevent abuse of Canada's 
immigration system by human smugglers. 


We had a strong mandate given to us in May of this year to take 
action such as this, and I can say that constituents in my riding were 
appalled at the games that the NDP and Liberal Party played in the 
last Parliament on this legislation. It is time to take real steps to get 
something done on this. 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
I am pleased to be part of the debate on Bill C-4, for which, in the 
spirit of my colleague for Saanich—Gulf Islands, I propose the short 
title to be “the refugee punishment act”. 


I would start by posing the context for the bill. It is not coming 
forward from the Conservative government in isolation. It is part of a 
larger movement that the Conservative government is promoting to 
create a more punitive society in Canada. It is this movement that so 
many Canadians are unhappy with, and the reason the vast majority 
of Canadians did not vote for the Conservative government. 
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To put it in perspective, Canada has a long and proud history of 
making itself a better country and of governments being in the lead. 
We had governments that were committed to Canada having a just 
society, a society in which people had equal opportunity and where 
human rights and individual rights were respected no matter what 
corner of Canada a person came from. 


We have also had a movement towards an inclusive society, one 
whereby Canada was part of the international family of nations and a 
country that would welcome people from other countries who 
wanted to come to Canada to build their lives and succeed and 
contribute to Canada. The idea of an inclusive society also 
incorporated Canada's acceptance of a share of the most vulnerable 
refugees from other countries. 


The Liberals have a movement towards a sustainable society. That 
is one through which we leave Canada in as good a shape as it was, 
or better, environmentally as well as socially and economically. 


These are important movements that government provides 
leadership on. They create the character of Canada, the nation we 
are so proud of and a nation the rest of the world respects. 


I see a Conservative government across the aisle moving towards 
a punitive society, a society based on raising fears, anger and 
resentment among its people. It is one based on pitting one group 
against another in fear or resentment. We have seen any number of 
initiatives that are slowly building the platform for a more punitive 
society, and I am sad about that. I regret that Canada is going 
backwards with this movement towards a more punitive society, and 
that is what the bill is all about. 


Yesterday the immigration minister summed up what the bill was 
about. He said it was about a disincentive for smuggling. What does 
a disincentive for smuggling mean with the way the bill is laid out? 


It does not mean working with the international community to 
prevent smuggling. It does not mean identifying who is profiting 
from it and working to stop them from exploiting refugees. No, the 
disincentive would be punishing the victims so harshly that refugees 
would think twice about Canada being a safe harbour in their time of 
greatest need. That is not the Canada we want to create. 


We recognize the mistakes that Canada has made in the past. One 
example was the horrible breach of humanity in turning away the Sz. 
Louis and its German-Jewish refugees. That is a recognition that we 
are a Canada that has a humanitarian responsibility towards refugees. 
However, this bill is about punishing refugees as a disincentive to 
smugglers, and I take great exception to that approach to public 
policy in our country. 


I join the Liberal Party and other members in wanting a 
government that would hit hard against those who profit from 
human misery, terrorism, exploitation and those who would take the 
most vulnerable in their time of need and make money from it. 


@ (1130) 
Of course we want to crack down on that. Of course we want to 


protect Canadians from unscrupulous smugglers. However, this bill 
is not one that does that. 
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Already provisions exist against smugglers, and no further 
resources are provided by the bill to actually put into effect the 
provisions we have in our laws to impose life imprisonment or huge 
fines on those who are caught smuggling. 


The bill is not an effective way to accomplish the objective of 
cracking down on smuggling. The bill is about punishing refugees. 
Unfortunately, in its process and content, it feeds cynicism, it is 
sowing conflict and it undermines compassion for human beings at 
the most vulnerable times in their lives. 


The Liberals support pragmatic evidence-based solutions to 
human smuggling. We certainly do not support this re-victimization 
of the refugees by punishing the most vulnerable. 


I want to talk about my assertion that the bill feeds cynicism. 
Several members have quoted polls showing that Canadians would 
just as soon turn back boats like the Sun Sea and the ones that came 
to the shores of British Columbia a year ago or two years ago. They 
would just as soon turn them back. 


How cynical, because it is the government's own comments that 
stoked the fears, the anger and the resentment that were then 
reflected in the polls. The comments of the Prime Minister and the 
immigration minister linked refugees fleeing for their lives to 
terrorism and to illegitimacy. It was those kinds of comments that the 
polls were reflecting. To stoke those fears, then poll the public, and 
then use the results to justify this bill to punish refugees is just the 
highest political cynicism that one can imagine. 


The bill did not see a public consultation. Were the various parties 
involved in thinking about how we can actually crack down on 
smuggling? There was no consultation, because this is a bill to gain 
political advantage by stoking fear, anger and resentment among 
Canadians. That is what the bill is all about, so why would the 
government consult on it? Making people afraid, coming up with a 
supposed solution, and then garnering some votes is the height of 
cynicism, and the Conservative government specializes in it. 


Because of the absence of public consultation, the bill is unlikely 
to survive the charter challenge. That is because it creates two classes 
of refugees and because it likely flouts international law, but that is 
not an impediment to the members opposite, because they will use 
this as part of that larger platform toward a punishment agenda, a 
punitive society based on fear. 


Canadians deserve better than that. They deserve thoughtful 
public policy that really goes to the root of the problem and 
genuinely attempts to improve Canadians’ lives through public 
policy that shows leadership, not just petty partisanship. 
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The bill also sows conflict, and I think we saw that in a number of 
the speeches in which the members of the Conservative Party talked 
about illegitimate refugees. What is an illegitimate refugee? A 
refugee is a refugee, and when refugees come to Canada's shores, we 
have mechanisms to determine whether they are here to exploit 
Canada or whether they are people fleeing for their lives. We have 
mechanisms for that, so to brand all of the refugees that come on a 
boat as illegitimate is just part of the landscape of the punitive 
agenda. It stokes resentment among Canadians and creates two 
classes of refugees, which is completely unacceptable. 


The bill refuses to consider the application of the second class of 
refugees for permanent residence. It has greater political interference 
in considering the applications. In the bill men, women and children 
would all be sent to mandatory detention for no reason for 12 
months. They would have to wait five years before even applying for 
permanent residency status. They are restricted from leaving Canada 
during that time. Worst of all, after five years they would risk being 
sent away because someone might assess their country as not being 


- sufficiently dangerous. 


We have seen tragic— 


@ (1135) 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. 
Questions and comments. 


The hon. member for Cariboo—Prince George. 


Mr. Richard Harris (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I listened to the member's comments. What she is not 
realizing is that the reason that Canadians elected a strong, stable 
Conservative government is because we talked about fighting 
organized crime and terrorism, either within or outside our own 
borders. This is one of the measures that we talked about, and now 
we are putting it into force. 


Members incorrectly state that we are punishing refugees. They 
know that is not true, but they need to have some sort of a basis to 
talk about. They do not want to talk about punishing the criminals, as 
we are going to do. 


I want the member opposite to please explain why her party and 
the NDP are dead set on allowing criminal organizations to abuse 
Canadian generosity for financial gain. Would she answer that 
question, please? 


Ms. Joyce Murray: Madam Speaker, before I answer that, I 
would like to ask the member opposite whether he has met a Tamil 
refugee and looked in the face of a mother with children who was 
part of a group being discriminated against in their own country for 
years, a country where 10,000 citizens of their community were 
murdered just before the end of the civil war and whose community 
may have been among those where two and a half million of their 
citizens were displaced during the tsunami of 2004 and forced to 
fend for themselves in a hostile political climate. Has the member 
met one of those Tamils, looked the person in the face and said that 
by punishing you refugees, we think we will be able to prevent 
smuggling? 
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© (1140) 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to ask the member if she would elaborate on how this 
legislation would violate our Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. 


Ms. Joyce Murray: Madam Speaker, just as the Conservative 
government has tried to propose changes to our citizenship in 
Canada that would create two classes of Canadian citizens, it is now 
proposing measures that would create two classes of permanent 
residents in Canada. 


Some of the most vulnerable people, as I have mentioned, are 
incredibly strong at heart to survive reversals that we cannot even 
imagine, including the loss of family members, disasters and crimes 
against humanity, but they would be subject to being a different class 
of permanent resident because of the Conservative government's 
attempt to penalize and punish refugees as a way to pretend to make 
Canada's citizens safer. 


[ Translation] 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Madam Speaker, we were 
in office at the time of the September 11 attacks, and we always tried 
to strike a balance between openness and vigilance. We must fulfill 
our responsibilities to protect citizens and fight crime, but at the 
same time, we do not want to build a wall around our country. 


Can my colleague tell us just how dangerous it would be, under 
this bill, to ignore the fact that, when it comes to immigration, each 
refugee case is specific, and to start discriminating against certain 
countries, certain groups and certain people, which would put a 
black mark on them and prevent them from entering Canada? 


Ms. Joyce Murray: Madam Speaker, I want to thank the hon. 
member for his question. 


This Conservative government is seeking to politicize everything 
that has to do with immigration. It has given the minister decision- 
making power that once was in the hands of the proper authorities. It 
is very dangerous for Canada to have an immigration system that is 
so politicized that immigrants will not speak up about things they do 
not like for fear that the minister will punish them for decisions made 
by their home country and the migrants from their country. 


Ms. Manon Perreault (Montcalm, NDP): Madam Speaker, I rise 
in this House today to oppose this bill, which has been described as 
draconian by a number of experts, including the Canadian Civil 
Liberties Association. This bill is discriminatory and gives too much 
power to the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multi- 
culturalism. 


This bill authorizes the minister to designate as an irregular arrival 
the arrival in Canada of a group of persons. Those persons can 
thereby become designated foreign nationals. Their fate is left in the 
hands of the minister. In fact, if the minister deems that examinations 
could not be done in a timely manner, if he suspects that the persons 
were smuggled in exchange for money or that a criminal 
organization or terrorist group is involved in the smuggling, these 
refugees become designated claimants. 
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These designated claimants are then subjected to a host of abusive 
and discriminatory rules. Such measures would be inconsistent with 
the rights granted under section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms and would violate section 31 of the Convention 
Relating to the Status of Refugees by imposing penalties on refugees 
- for illegal entry or presence. 


Furthermore, this bill clearly violates the charter. The designated 
claimants—and that also includes children—must be detained upon 
their arrival or when they are designated. Their detention will only 
be reviewed after one year, or longer if the minister deems that their 
identity has not been established. These designated claimants may 
only be released when it has been established that they are refugees 
or when there are exceptional circumstances. 


This bill obviously gives the minister too much power. This bill is 
arbitrary and gives the minister a great deal of discretion regarding 
the status of these people. These people have just arrived in Canada 
and are immediately treated as criminals, placed under suspicion, 
and, in the case of designated claimants, detained. 


The Supreme Court has already abolished mandatory detention 
without review of security certificates. The court was clear: detention 
without valid reasons cannot be allowed in Canada. And yet this bill 
seems to ignore the Supreme Court decision. 


This detention provision would allow indefinite detentions based 
on identity issues. There would be no possibility of release until the 
minister deems that the identity of the designated applicant has been 
fully established. 


Canada has ratified many international treaties that prohibit 
arbitrary detention. Why does this government wish to pass a bill 
that would allow officers to go ahead with arbitrary detentions? 
Furthermore, the conditions for release are not specified. It might be 
a complex administrative task to establish conditions without 
considering individual cases. 


What concerns me is that the decisions made by the Minister of 
Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism regarding applica- 
tions by designated persons cannot be appealed to the refugee appeal 
division. This fuels my fear that this bill advances a process based on 
arbitrary decisions. I wonder about the recourse open to these 
designated applicants. 


This provision could seriously contravene the Convention relating 


to the Status of Refugees, which protects refugees from such laws. 
My NDP colleagues also reminded the government of the provisions 
of the Convention relating to the Status of Refugees when the 
government attempted to prevent refugees from certain countries 
from appealing decisions. 


This bill unfairly attacks refugees and does not resolve the 
underlying problem. It is based on arbitrary decisions by the 
minister, decisions that cannot be appealed. 


@ (1145) 


The bill does not stop there. It even limits claims on humanitarian 
grounds. Once people become designated claimants, they can not 
make a claim on humanitarian grounds or apply for a temporary 
resident permit for five years. This provision is just one more 
obstacle. The bill goes much too far. 
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Despite the Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, 
designated claimants cannot receive a passport. Article 28 of the 
convention, which requires States to issue travel documents, would 
not apply to designated claimants. 


That means that the government is suspending some of the rights 
of designated claimants. What is the government trying to do? 
Alienate ali refugees? Criminalize them as soon as they arrive? 


This bill not only has a significant effect on the rights of refugees, 
but it also applies to previous cases. Under a retroactive designation 
provision, the government can consider anyone who has arrived in 
Canada since March 2009 as a designated claimant. 


We see here the scope of the power that this bill grants to the 
minister. He can go back to 2009, decide that a refugee is a 
designated claimant and impose all the provisions that accompany 
that status on the person in question. 


This bill attacks refugees rather than the real culprits: traffickers 
and smugglers. There is already a serious sentence for those who are 
found guilty of human trafficking: life in prison. This bill unfairly 
punishes those who are trying to seek refuge in Canada and 
encourages discriminatory practices. 


What worries me is the significant amount of power that would be 
granted to the minister if this bill were passed. The bill is based on 
the minister's decisions. 


We must ask ourselves what the Conservatives hope to gain with 
such a bill. They claim that they want to fight the spread of human 
trafficking. Their solution is to give the minister the power to make 
important decisions on the status of refugees without giving them the 
ability to appeal that decision. The Conservatives' solution is to 
detain children for as long as it takes to determine their identity. 


The NDP recognizes that human trafficking is a problem but it is 
proposing real solutions that address the real problem. The criminals 
—traffickers and smugglers—are the ones who must be punished. 


Several months ago, the House passed a bill regarding refugees. It 
was strong but also balanced and fair. I believe that we should focus 
on improving the enforcement of that law. 


@ (1150) 


Mr. Denis Blanchette (Louis-Hébert, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
thank my colleague, the member for Montcalm, for her speech. 


This bill is a little odd, in light of the fact that changes were 
recently made to the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act. I 
would like my colleague to tell us why she thinks we have this new 
bill. Why has it come to this? What is the current legislation lacking 
for us to have a fair and equitable system? | 


Ms. Manon Perreault: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for | 
his question. 


I will use my time to mention that there is already legislation to 
punish traffickers. We already have a system to welcome refugees. 
Yes, I said "welcome". We welcome refugees, mostly people who 
have suffered and who are coming to Canada in search of a better 
life. With this bill, Canada no longer intends to welcome these 
people. It would instead allow immigration officers to detain 
children. Do we want our country known for that? 
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This is a draconian bill. A number of experts have spoken out 
against it. It goes too far, and the best example of that is the 
mandatory detention of children. I am talking about children—young 
people who do not know what is happening to them. They have 
travelled very far to come to Canada. Their parents promised them a 
safer and better life, new friends and welcoming neighbours. I have a 
hard time imagining a smooth transition for these children. In fact, it 
is the complete opposite. Their arrival starts with mandatory 
detention. I cannot understand how the government can defend 
such a position or how it can think that it is necessary to detain 
children. I have a hard time understanding that someone could detain 
a frightened child who does not understand what is happening. 


Mr. Marc-André Morin (Laurentides—Labelle, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, how can we attempt to work on Bill C-4 without first 
understanding the problem? 


The bill is based on false premises. For instance, we cannot 
compare ourselves to countries like Italy, where the African coast is 
350 kilometres from the island of Lampedusa. Some tens of 
thousands of refugees arrive there every year. The island has become 
overpopulated, with people there living practically elbow to elbow. 


It is a serious problem. The European Union has worked on 
finding humanitarian solutions to this problem. Here, we are not at 
all in the same situation. We have the Arctic Ocean on one side and 
no one will enter the country through there. Our context is not 
remotely similar and we are not dealing with the arrival of a large 
number of boats full of refugees. Even if we were dealing with that 
kind of situation, we would have to respond to it in a humane way. 
Putting everyone in prison will not change anything. It will only 
require more prisons. 


I would call this bill the “restricting access to refugee status act‘. 
We cannot expect Sri Lankan refugees to arrive in business class on 
Japan Airlines with their lawyers. For the most part, they are farmers 
or small business owners who have left a war zone, who were caught 
in the crossfire of the conflict. They left their country with whatever 
means they had. They pooled their money together, bought a rusty 
old boat and set sail to try to seek refuge somewhere. If they were a 
group of Saudi millionaires, they would have bought a brand new 
Airbus and arrived at Pearson airport or Trudeau airport with their 
passports and cash. 


Let us be reasonable. The worst thing about this bill is the social 


tension it creates; it fuels the animosity of one part of the population © 


towards a targeted group. Then, as soon as the public begins to 
demand action, measures are taken. That is not a vision; it is a refusal 
to see the facts. 


It is important to look at our history. In the past, Canada has made 
Some unfortunate decisions. Remember what happened to Japanese 
Canadians during the last war; remember the Chinese head tax. We 
have had to apologize for those decisions. Before we make another 
unfortunate decision, we need to reflect and not do something that 
we will need to apologize for later. 


We have also done good things in the past. We welcomed those 
fleeing the Bolshevik revolution in eastern Europe. 
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@ (1155) 


We saw how critical people were of these refugees when they 
arrived. Many people said that there were too many Ukrainians, 
Germans, and so on. But we have had Ukrainian premiers and there 
are people from all backgrounds who have become some of the most 
productive members of our society. If we had pointed fingers, 
lumped them together and set up barriers in their path, we would not 
be where we are today. And what a shame that would be. 


We now have a chance to make a dignified and generous choice, 
and I believe we have the means to do just that. It costs less to send a 
young person to university than to prison. We cannot be swayed by 
xenophobia and poor instincts. People having a morning chat in a 
restaurant are allowed to make extreme comments and pass 
judgment without much thought, but not those of us paid 
$160,000 a year to be here. We are supposed to think and act 
intelligently. 


® (1200) 
[English] 


Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo- 
boit Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I listened intently as my friend 
opposite made his presentation. 


We have heard a lot of opposition members complain that Bill C-4 
discriminates, that it puts children in detention and that it denies 
asylum seekers due process, but when we drill down into the bill, 
that is not the case at all. It currently takes 48 hours to review 
someone's detention, and there would be reviews in 7 days, 30 days 
and 30 days after that. In Bill C-4 there is an advantage for people 
seeking asylum. There is ongoing review. As soon as people can 
establish they are legitimate refugees, they are released from 
detention, from wherever they are held. That is an advantage in 
this bill. 


Does the member opposite not see that as an advantage? Why 
does the NDP focus on the hyperbole instead of looking at the facts 
and advantages in this bill? 


[ Translation] 


Mr. Marc-André Morin: Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives seem to 
think that everything happens in a perfect world. Bureaucracy is 
working well and there are regular channels that refugees can go 
through. However, I have before me a letter from one of my 
constituents who wrote to me from West Sussex, in the UK. He said 
he wants to sponsor his two daughters and bring them to Canada, but 
his efforts have been unsuccessful since 2010. He tried calling the 
immigration department office in Sydney, but the only response he 
got was on a broken answering machine and no one returned his call. 
He also wrote several letters, but received no response. 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I have a lot of comments I would like to make in 
response to everything I am hearing here today. First of all, I would 
like to pick up on my colleague's idea. 
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Bill C-4 is supposed to punish traffickers with a view to 
discouraging them. However, this bill punishes refugees more than 
traffickers. It punishes victims, people in distress who simply want to 
escape a miserable, atrocious psychological, physical, family-related 
or interpersonal situation. These people are in danger and simply 
want to get away from all that. 


What is happening, however, is that out of fear, the Conservatives 
are trying to create a climate of distrust. I am talking about 
xenophobia. Then it becomes very difficult for immigrants, and I 
know what I am talking about. My parents had a very hard time 
integrating on a cultural level, because people do not trust one 
another. 


I would like to ask my colleague if he has thought about how we 
could improve this bill by targeting the traffickers instead of 
legitimate refugees. 


@ (1205) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. The 
hon. member for Laurentides—Labelle must have sufficient time to 
answer. 


Mr. Marc-André Morin: Mr. Speaker, naturally, human beings 
do have unfortunate tendencies, such as not trusting other groups. 
We have even heard important people, here in Ottawa, say that there 
are too many French Canadians in the public service. We must be 
very careful because if we go down that slippery slope we are going 
to create mistrust. Of course, imprisoning children does not punish 
human traffickers. However, the idea of incarcerating our own 
children and sending them to adult prison is going a bit far. 


Ms. Eve Péclet (La Pointe-de-l'Île, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Bill C-4 
is profoundly unfair to refugees. This bill, as presented by the 
government, is vague, arbitrary and discriminatory. 


How can the Conservatives justify the arbitrary detention of 
young children? It is simply bizarre for a political party in a country 
like Canada to present this kind of bill in this House. 


I would like to know more about the process by which these 
designated persons are going to be designated. I see this as a flagrant 
lack of transparency. What powers will the minister have in all this? 


The power to designate enables the minister to discriminate 
between two classes of refugee protection claimants based on the 
method by which they arrived in Canada. That means that a person 
who arrives by air would not be designated or affected by this 
legislation, but a person who arrives by boat would be. Equality 
before the law is a fundamental principle in Canada, enshrined in the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


How can they be proposing a bill that imposes a set of penalties on 
“designated” persons in direct contravention of article 31 of the 
refugee convention, which Canada has signed and which expressly 
prohibits states from imposing penalties on refugees on account of 
their illegal entry or presence in the territory of a state, particularly 
where their life, their freedom or their security is threatened. 


The government is giving itself the power to arrest and detain any 
non-citizen, even including residents, based on a mere suspicion of 
criminality. We are talking about mere suspicion. How can mere 
suspicion justify detaining people, including children? This is 


arbitrary detention, and I would remind this government that as such 
it is a violation of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. I do 
not know whether this government thinks it can place itself above 
the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, but, as if that were not 
enough, the Conservatives are not limiting themselves to designated 
persons or refugee protection claimants. This applies to all non- 
citizens. 


This is an unbelievable assault on the rights of newcomers. Not 
only will we designate refugees arbitrarily, but we will also put them 
in detention with no independent review for a year. In addition, these 
persons will be designated arbitrarily without knowing the reasons 
why they are to be detained for a year. I would remind this 
government that the highest court in Canada has clearly held that 
detention without review for a long period of time is contrary to the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


One Commonwealth country already tried to enact a bill like the 
one the government wants to introduce today. Not only do the 
Conservatives want to put children in prison—or in detention, the 
word means the same thing—but their bill does not address the real 
issue in any event, which is to punish the traffickers, not the 
refugees. The title of the bill is perfectly clear, but when we read the 
bill, we realize that the content does not, in any way, address the 
objective of punishing traffickers. What is happening here is that the 
refugees are being punished. 


On that point, the Canadian Council for Refugees points out, 
“Mandatory minimum sentences will not deter: under the Immigra- 
tion and Refugee Protection Act smuggling is already punishable by 
life imprisonment and mandatory minimums have been shown not to 
work as deterrents.” It also reminds us that Australia has tried 
punishing refugees in an effort to deter them, but it did not work. 


I would also like to stress this fact, “The Australian public was 
deeply divided, with many previously unengaged citizens joining a 
grass-roots network to protest at their country’s inhumane treatment 
of refugees.” Why does this government want to push ahead when 
we know very well that the Canadian Council of Refugees is telling 
us this type of legislation is ineffective? 


The Australian Human Rights Commission conducted a national 
inquiry into children in immigration detention and its finding, 
unsurprisingly, was that children had suffered numerous breaches of 
their human rights. We are calling for Bill C-4 to be withdrawn. The 
government should review the bill and tackle the real problem. 


@ (1210) 


As my colleague, the hon. member for Argenteuil—Papineau— 
Mirabel, said yesterday, between 2008 and 2009, the government 
had already spent $45 million. I know we have to talk about 
economics when we talk to the Conservatives, because it seems that 
human rights and social justice do not mean much to them. 


To detain children and detain refugees, we are going to have to 
build detention centres. What money is going to be used to build 
them? Taxpayers’ money. Is this going to help us build our 
economy? No, unfortunately; it is only going to make us look like a 
country that does not respect human rights. 
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Let us talk about children now. It is impossible to read this bill 
without being outraged by the provisions that affect children. 
Detaining and deporting children—are these things really possible in 
a free and democratic country like ours? Unless they are accepted as 
refugees or released on discretionary grounds by the minister in 
exceptional circumstances, children will stay in detention for at least 
a year. How can that be justified? 


I would also like to remind the Conservatives that the United 
Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights proclaims. that 
childhood is entitled to special care and assistance. That is being 
completely disregarded by this government, which would deprive 
designated persons, including children, of the opportunity to make 
an application on humanitarian and compassionate grounds for five 
years, and I would repeat, with no right of appeal, which is a right 
instituted in our Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. It is a 
fundamental right. ; 


The conventions on refugees and the rights of children lay down 
specific requirements to protect the children’s freedom. Detaining 
children must be a last resort, and must be for as short a time as 
possible. A child may not be illegally or arbitrarily detained, and has 
the right to challenge the legality of such detention before a court or 
other independent authority. 


Do the Conservatives really care about the family, the funda- 
mental unit of our society? When I read this bill, I do not think so. 
Do the Conservatives recognize Canada’s past commitments on the 
international stage, or do they intend to enact an unfair, undemo- 
cratic and discriminatory law? 


Let us talk about family reunification. As I said, designated 
persons may not make an application on humanitarian and 
compassionate grounds or apply for permanent residence for five 
years. This means that their family members, who may be in danger 


in their country, will not have the opportunity to come to Canada 


until five years have passed. That provision is an unwarranted barrier 
to making an application on humanitarian and compassionate 
grounds and is in direct contravention of the Convention on the 
Rights of the Child and the Convention relating to the Status of 
Refugees. In addition to blithely disregarding the rights of children, 
the bill deprives certain refugees of the security and stability they 
need in order to integrate into Canadian society. 


I would also like to remind this government that Canada is among 
the countries that have signed these two conventions. Today, in the 
House, we see Canada completely flouting its international 
obligations. The United Nations General Assembly has affirmed 
the principle that human beings must be treated “without any 
discrimination” and are entitled to enjoy all of the fundamental rights 
and freedoms recognized. 


In closing, I would like to remind this government, which makes it 
a point to tell us over and over how Canadians have given it a strong 
mandate to defend them, that only 40% of the public voted for this 
government, and 60% disagree with the policies it is trying to adopt 
today in the House. 
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@ (1215) 
[English] 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I commend 
the new member of the New Democratic Party for the passion in 
which she delivered her speech. However, I was a little discouraged 
in the fact that I found it short on facts and short, in some cases, on 
truth. 


I have sat here this morning and I have listened to the New 
Democratic Party bring forward the misconception that bona fide 
refugees are being punished and that this denies international 
obligations. I heard the gentleman across the way, the past speaker, 
say that we were violating international United Nations conventions. 


I would remind that party and that member that until these 
individuals are deemed refugees they are not refugees. They are 
asylum seekers until the IRB deems them to be refugees. Even if 
they are deemed to be refugees, they still may be inadmissible to 
Canada if they are found to have committed war crimes, crimes 
against humanity or many of those other things. 


I urge the member to be cautious in her blanket statement that we 
are treating refugees wrong. Canada is warm and open to refugees, 
but many of the people who come here are deemed to be asylum 
seekers who do not meet the criteria for refugees. For that, I would 
ask her to be cautious. 


Why do NDP members needlessly impugn Canada's reputation in 
the world when they state that we are not living up to the obligations 
under United Nations conventions? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Eve Péclet: Mr. Speaker, first, I would like to remind the hon. 
members that the NDP does not need to impugn Canada's reputation 
on the world stage because this government has been doing so since 
2006. The Conservatives have done a good job-in that regard and 


continue to do so. 


Second, refugees may not be allowed into Canada but that is not 
the issue. Does this really give the government the right to detain 
children illegally and arbitrarily? Does it give the government the 
right to treat refugees like criminals when they have committed no 
crime? My answer is no. It is illegal. It violates both international 
and Canadian law. It violates the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to give the hon. member for La Pointe-de-l'Île a moment to catch her 
breath. I can feel her passion. She had a good vacation. 


I agree with most of what she is saying but I would like to ask her 
a question. In a legislative process, we also have to propose 
amendments and give our opinions on the bill as a whole. How 
would she define the role of the immigration minister? Does the 
minister have the right to use flexible tools in some cases or must he 
simply be subject to a law? 
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Ms. Eve Péclet: Mr. Speaker, this bill gives the minister power 
without granting those affected by his decisions any right to appeal. 
They cannot be sure that the minister's decision will be impartial. 
Under this bill, the minister has all the power and is not subject to 
any sort of monitoring. The minister can basically do whatever he 
wants. That is exactly what is being given to the minister. 


In a democratic society, a minister should never be given the 
power to make such important decisions that affect people's lives, 
safety and stability without the assurance that he will be monitored 
by someone. As it stands, the minister can do whatever he wants. We 
know this government's record. The Conservatives have a tendency 
‘to put the paperwork into the shredder and then there is no evidence. 
Right now, the minister can do whatever he wants and no one is able 
to monitor him. 

@ (1220) 
[English] 

Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is a 
pleasure to follow my colleague from La Pointe-de-l'Île who gave, 
not only a passionate discussion of the issue, but also a very 
thoughtful one. I congratulate my colleague from Vancouver Quadra 
for her statements this morning, as well as the member for 
Laurentides—Labelle and the speech from the member for 
Scarborough—Rouge River which I had a chance to listen to 
yesterday. 


I have also had a chance to listen to the interventions from the 
minister who took some exception to some of the statements made in 
the House and insisted that what Canada was doing was in the finest 
traditions of Canadian respect for the law. I want to take some time 
to ask how the minister can actually say that in good conscience. 


He said that after the arrival of the boat from Sri Lanka, polls 
showed that the Canadian public wanted to refuse people all right of 
entry and that this measure was very modest in comparison to what 
the public were demanding. 


I have the advantage of having been around for quite a while and I 
was present in the House during the debate on the Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms. I was present in the House when we voted in favour 
of the Charter of Rights and Freedoms. I think I am correct in saying 
that I am the only member here who can point to that. That debate 
focused on the question of what we should do to protect to minorities 
even when it is unpopular, because at that moment we were 
reflecting on our history as a country. 


We were reflecting on the fact that if a poll were taken on the 
decision of the government of the day, which was a Liberal 
government, supported strongly by the official opposition, the 
Conservative Party at the time, to intern Japanese Canadians without 
trial, without right of appeal, simply on the basis of their race and on 
the basis of the minister having designated someone as a person of 
Japanese origin and who, therefore, would be incarcerated. If we had 
taken a poll that would have been very popular. 


Is this something where we hold a finger in our mouth and hold up 
the finger to see which way the wind is blowing? That is not the 
issue here. This is an issue about the substance of Canadian law, the 
process that we must follow as a country in order to uphold our 
obligations to ourselves under the charter and our obligations to 
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other countries. I will go back to the basics. i will use the words of 
my good friend from Crowfoot, the former chair of the House 
foreign affairs committee, with whom I had the great pleasure of 
working for a period of time. He said that everybody was an asylum 
seeker, that they are not necessarily a refugee. That is correct. 


However, this law would give the minister the power, in effect, the 
obligation, to designate someone in a particular category so that . 
person would be treated differently than another asylum seeker who 
is also claiming refugee status. The minister uses his power to 
designate an individual and, as a result of that power, that person is 
put in detention. That separates out different kinds of refugees 
depending on the circumstances under which he or she comes to 
Canada. 


@ (1225) 


[Translation] 


Let us be clear: the popularity of the bill is not the issue here. The 
Conservatives are telling us that they are concerned about the 
economy, but that is not evident in the debate. They are addressing 
the issue of refugees and introducing crime bills. The Reform Party 
is still there; it has not disappeared. The name of the party has 
changed, but the Conservatives have not changed their stripes. They 
are not concerned about the economy. They are concerned about 
something else. 


For us, the issue is very clear: is it legal for the government to treat 
people who are trying to obtain refugee status differently, based on 
the way in which they arrive in Canada? I do not think that that is in 
line with the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. The Charter 
clearly states that everyone has the same rights and must be treated 
the same way. People cannot be treated differently based on the way 
in which they arrived in Canada, because this can be unfair to an 
individual. 


[English] 


Let us take our responsibility as members seriously. If the 
government were serious about this, it would refer the legislation to 
the Supreme Court of Canada. It would say that reasonable people, 
and that includes about every law professor and a former chair of the 
Immigration Appeal Board who I spoken to, have said that they do 
not consider this goes outside the framework of the law. 


However, the government has chosen not to do that. It has not 
changed the legislation. It is the same bill it produced the last time 
the House would not have passed in its formation at that time, 
because the government did not have a majority. Now that it has a 
majority, it has said that it will go ahead and push the law forward. 


For the members opposite, let me clearly make the position of the 
Liberal Party. We do not care whether the legislation is popular or 
not. The question is whether it is legal, constitutional and, therefore, 
the right thing to do. 
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I probably have spent as much time as anyone, with very few 
exceptions, particularly my colleague from Scarborough—Rouge 
River who has lived with this issue, looking at the situation in Sri 
Lanka. If the government were to say that it wants to get tough on 
the people who are smuggling, we would say that smuggling is 
already illegal, that it is already against the law. It is not as if we have 
no legal structure in our country to deal with people trafficking in 
persons. It is not as if we have no laws to deal with this question. It is 
not as if we do not have the ability, if we can get the proof, to 
actually arrest people, charge people and have a trial. However, the 
purpose of the legislation, and the minister said it yesterday, is to 
ensure that people who might consider trying to come to Canada 
under these circumstances think long and hard before they do it. 


Therefore, contrary to what the Conservative member from 
Musquodoboit said earlier, this is not about treating people who 
come by this means more fairly, which was an absurd argument, This 
is about actually discriminating against people who were coming in 
this circumstance. 


The government may win all kinds of kudos from people who say 
that this is right on, that we should lock those people up and throw 
away the key. Frankly, it is important for a political party to say that 
this is not the issue here. The issue here is the law of Canada, which 
includes the charter, which is the Constitution of Canada, and that is 
the weakness of this bill. I can take members hammer and tongs 
through every piece of sentence in this law and say that, in its most 
simple form, it creates two classes of refugees. If people come by 
plane, they are one class. If they come by car, they are in another 
class. However, if they come in a boat, we do not want to have 
anything to do with them. That is wrong. Like cases, people who are 
applying for refugee status, should be treated fairly and squarely, 
according to the fundamental principles of Canadian justice. 


® (1230) 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have two very simple 
questions for the member for Toronto Centre. 


First, would the member not agree that by again calling for the 
House to refer an important matter, a matter that is of urgent 
importance to Canadians, to the Supreme Court rather than 
legislating on it here that the Liberal Party is again abdicating its 
responsibility to address the concerns of Canadians? 


The Liberals are all assembled in the House. Are they not 
abdicating their responsibility as legislators to take the steps to 
ensure that a legal vacuum does not exist? 


Second, would the member for Toronto Centre not agree that 
Canada has been targeted by human smuggling groups, criminal 
groups, organizing boatloads of human beings to come to our shores 


| because of the negligence of the Liberal Party over the years to 


legislate and to ensure that the rules were followed in this area? 


Would the member not agree with those two points? 
Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, I would not agree with a single 


| sentence that the member has spoken. 


I am really astounded that somebody of his experience would 
make that kind of a comment. It is proof that the red Tories are gone. 


| Ido not know where they once were, but they certainly are not over 
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on the other side anymore. He has become a Reformer, just like the 
others. 


The member says that there is a legal vacuum. There is no legal 
vacuum. This is a myth which is perpetrated by the other side. There 
is no crisis. People are not sitting on the edge of their chairs because 
of this issue. It is astonishing to me. What the Conservatives are 
doing is trying to whip something up and are responding in that way. 


No, I do not agree with his point of view that we are abdicating 
responsibility. We are taking our responsibilities as members, and 
that is exactly what we are going to continue to do. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for Toronto 
Centre for his very thoughtful speech. I also thank him for his very 
touching words yesterday during the tribute to our leader, whom we 
miss very much. 


There is one thing I find very interesting regarding the creation of 
classes of refugees, classes of asylum seekers, and it has to do 
specifically with the issue in Bill C-4, which prevents foreign 
nationals designated by the Minister of Immigration from appealing 
a decision of the Refugee Appeal Division. 


Yesterday, the Minister of Immigration gave an example: 
Australia's supreme court invalidated the provisions that prevent 
these claimants from appealing. 


I would like to hear what the member for Toronto Centre has to 
say about this and about the Supreme Court of Canada. 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, the government will obviously not 
be referring this to the Supreme Court. And if it does not fefer it, 
there will be years of persistent appeals. 


I have no doubt that the Supreme Court would clearly state that 
asylum seekers must be treated fairly and that they cannot be told 
that they have no right to appeal. That clearly goes against every 
fundamental trial opportunity in our justice system. 


@ (1235) 
[English] 


Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, given the 
experience of the member for Toronto Centre in Sri Lanka and his 
exposure to the issue, I would like to hear the member respond to the 
declarations by the Conservative government that this will be a 
deterrent, that punitive measures on refugees will be enough to keep 
people from fleeing for their lives and seeking asylum in other 
countries. 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, I wish we had more time to discuss 
that. 


The question of the member for Papineau is a sign of the health of 
our caucus that these questions and answers are quite unrehearsed. 


If we look at the pattern around the world, what creates a demand 
for refugee asylum are desperate circumstances in the countries in 
question. We can see a pattern in many parts of the world of 
profound hardship and deep problems, political oppression and other 
challenges. | 
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The number of people who will claim asylum and get there in the 
most desperate of circumstances will grow all the time. That is what 
makes it important for us as a country to be clear on what we are 
about. As a country, we are about treating people fairly. The whole 
refugee structure is all about that. 


[Translation] 


Mr. François Pilon (Laval—Les Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
speaking today because Bill C-4, An Act to amend the Immigration 
and Refugee Protection Act contains a number of elements that truly 
bother me. 


One of those elements is the clause allowing for the detention of a 
permanent resident or foreign national simply on the basis of 
reasonable grounds to suspect—and I would like to emphasize the 
word “suspect”—that the person is inadmissible because of their 
involvement in serious or organized crime. That could lead to major 
problems and to various abuses of the system. 


First, any refugees arriving here without having been granted 
status from Citizenship and Immigration Canada—and goodness 
knows there are plenty of delays—will mandatorily be detained 
when they arrive. That flies in the face of numerous international 
conventions signed by Canada, including the UN Convention 
relating to the Status of Refugees, which states the following in 
subsection 31(1): 


The Contracting States shall not impose penalties, on account of their illegal entry 
or presence, on refugees who, coming directly from a territory where their life or 
freedom was threatened in the sense of article 1, enter or are present in their territory 
without authorization, provided they present themselves without delay to the 
authorities and show good cause for their illegal entry or presence. 


Bill C-4 directly contravenes this article of the convention signed 
by Canada. 


Second, these changes to the Immigration and Refugee Protection 
Act will give too much discretionary power to the Minister of 
Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism. These changes will 
allow the minister to proceed with arbitrary detentions. As I 
mentioned earlier, the government will be able to detain refugees on 
the simple pretext that they are suspected, but not accused, of 
criminal activities. There is an important distinction between the 
two. The government could detain, without valid proof, any refugee 
who looks suspicious to the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration 
and Multiculturalism. This could obviously lead to serious abuses. 


Arbitrary detention also runs counter to the Canadian Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms, according to the Supreme Court of Canada 
which struck down arbitrary mandatory detention without review of 
security certificates. Once again, this amendment directly contra- 
venes many international treaties signed by Canada. 


The government says that this bill will reduce human trafficking. 
That is a noble cause and no one opposes the principle. However, the 
NDP opposes Bill C-4 because these changes concentrate far too 
much power in the hands of the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration 
and Multiculturalism. Furthermore, the bill penalizes all refugees 
who arrive in Canada, but takes no action against the traffickers. 


What the NDP would like to do is directly punish the criminals, 
the traffickers, also called human smugglers. Bill C-4, as currently 
worded, punishes legitimate refugees and the people who try to help 
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them. The process set out in this bill is vague, arbitrary and clearly 
discriminatory. 


In closing, the current government is actively destroying Canada's 
fine international reputation, which includes being a country that 


‘welcomes immigrants. This must stop. 


© (1240) 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the Conservative government has talked a 
lot about the fact that boatloads of refugees come to Canada, and it 
describes this as a problem that needs to be solved right away. What 
the Conservative government has failed to mention, however, is that 
in 2010, when the boat carrying Sri Lankan refugees arrived in the 
port of Vancouver, the number of claimants from that boat amounted 
to only 2% of all asylum seekers in Canada. 


Does this proportion of refugee boat people really justify a bill 
that strikes such a blow to refugees who are leaving their country 
because they are victims of persecution or human rights violations? 


Mr. Francois Pilon: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for 


his question. 


Whether it is the number of refugees or anything else, nothing 
justifies such a bill. All it does is punish refugees, people who are 
already suffering. This bill does nothing constructive. It should target 
the smugglers, not the refugees. 


Mr. Denis Blanchette (Louis-Hébert, NDP): Mr. Speaker, today 
we are considering a bill that amends other legislation. At this point, 
one of the questions we have to ask ourselves is: do we really need 
this new legislation, and how does it improve things as compared to 
the existing law? We have to start by looking at the problem from 
that standpoint. 


If we believe the title of the bill, its purpose is to prevent human 
smugglers from abusing the immigration system. However, when we 
look at the clauses of the bill and peel back its layers, we realize that 
there are a lot more clauses dealing with a new designation, a new 
category, referred to as “designated foreign national”, which comes 
with conditions and penalties that may be very harsh for the people 
concerned, than there are clauses dealing with human smugglers. So 
we may wonder what the real objective of the bill is. 


I wonder about something else when it comes to how the bill is 
presented. It gives an impression—and impressions given to the 
public are important—of a presumption of guilt when people arrive 
by boat. It is as if all these people are presumed at the outset to be 
guilty, or presumed to have engaged in some criminal activity or 
other. Honestly, I am uncomfortable with this impression of matters. 
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Something else that bothers me a bit is that the minister is given a 
power that might be described as arbitrary, the power to decide 
whether a person is a designated foreign national. On what basis will 
that be done? What guarantee do we have of the integrity of the 
process, and that it is not just a matter of whim? There does have to 
be something to base this kind of decision on. If we examine the 
consequences that flow from this designation, it is a very important 
decision. We have to have assurances that a minister will be relying 
on very reasonable grounds to be in a position to apply this. We do 
not see this kind of guarantee in the bill. Similarly, the minister has 
no accountability for his decisions. The whole purpose of this House 
is precisely to hold the government accountable. I see nothing in this 
bill where the minister can be held accountable for this kind of 
decision, which has major consequences for people. It is important to 
remember this. We are not talking about inanimate objects; we are 
talking about human beings. 


I am also concerned about the consequences of designation. Many 
other people will be speaking more eloquently than I about 
suspended rights, potential detention, the fact that children are 
going to be detained in some cases, temporary exclusions and all 
sorts of things. What strikes me is that people are being labelled, as if 
they were being indelibly tattooed. For years afterwards, their lives 
will be affected by decisions like this. I have a problem with this. I 
think we already have everything we need right now to deal with 
these cases. | 


Another thing that worries me a lot is retroactive designation. I do 
not understand the purpose of retroactive designation. Where are we 
going with this? Why have retroactive designation? I have not heard 
anyone on the government side explain the reason for this retroactive 
designation. Are they simply wanting another kick at the can for a 
bill that failed earlier, a few years ago? 


@ (1245) 


I hope not. That being said, that is something that has no place 
here. 


Are all these refugees fundamentally dishonest? Think about that 
for a minute. Do all these people want to slip through the cracks in 
the system and cut to the front of the line? I am not so sure about 
that. 


People here in Canada have a hard time keeping their own laws — 


straight, so just imagine what people from the other side of the world 
know about our immigration laws. They can be taken for a ride. I 
agree that we have to look at trafficking and address the traffickers, 
but I have a hard time with the trafficking victims being attacked. It 
is rather ironic to see that the victims are not being protected in this 
bill. 


When it comes to victim protection, I would like to see something 

in the legislation that gives the authorities—our officials, our police, 

_ the coast guard—the means to enforce the law. It seems like there are 

fewer and fewer means to enforce the law and more and more 

constraints on the authorities who have deal with a larger volume of 
| cases. 


As far as I can tell in my riding, from talking to my constituents, 
| Processing times are increasing. So if other procedures are added 
| again and resources are not provided to process those files, all we are 
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going to accomplish is that more people will stay in detention, not 
necessarily because they deserve it, but because we do not have the 
means to process the files. But the government is not tackling that 
issue. 


I have talked about a lot of things so far, but not much about 
smugglers. Why? Well, there is little about them in the bill. 
Basically, there are only two things: the scope of the definition of a 
smuggler is slightly broader so as to include those who incite people 
to use smugglers or traffickers; and there are additional penalties for 
aggravating circumstances. How many smugglers are going to be 
intercepted with this bill? How many traffickers are going to be 
stopped under this bill? I have a feeling that the number is close to 
zero because the real problem is not being addressed. 


I feel that the issue has been blown out of proportion; an 
immigration issue that has to do with lack of resources when people 
arrive in large numbers has become a public safety issue, although it 
is not one at all. We must avoid anything arbitrary or decisions that 
appear arbitrary. It is important for the reputation of our country that 
our minister does not give the impression of making arbitrary 
decisions. It is important for our parliamentary system. 


We have an immigration act. Why not give the department the 
means to enforce it properly, even when there are extra costs on 
occasion? 


To conclude, the bill should definitely be split in order to tackle 
the issue of smugglers on its own. I believe that the government 
would then have the support of this side of the House. 


® (1250) 
[English] 


Mr. Brad Butt (Mississauga—Streetsville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
listened quite carefully to what the member was saying and I am 
concerned. It seems to me the member is advocating that people who 
claim refugee status in this country should not need to have proper 
documentation so that we can verify who they are, where they are 
from, and that they are bona fide refugees. The Immigration and 
Refugee Protection Act requires that an applicant establish his or her 
identity and the Canadian courts have upheld this. 


Is the member really saying that anyone who arrives in Canada 
should simply be released to walk around freely when we do not 
know who the person is or what the person has done in his or her 
country of origin, or whether the person has committed crimes in 
other lands? How would this ensure the safety and security of 
Canadian families? 


[ Translation] 


Mr. Denis Blanchette: Mr. Speaker, what I said during my speech 
is very simple. I said that we currently have an Immigration Act that 
I believe does the job and does not require amendments, such as the 
ones proposed in this bill. Simply put, we should enforce the existing 
legislation and give departmental officials the means and the 
resources to do so. We do not need to go further than that. 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague from Louis-Hébert 
and officially congratulate him on his election. 
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This morning, the member for Laurentides—Labelle raised a point 
that was also touched upon by the member for Toronto Centre. They 
made it clear that an immigrant is an immigrant, that there are a 
number of ways to immigrate, whether it is by sea, air or land, and 
that a smuggler is a smuggler. We have legislation in Canada to 
imprison these smugglers for life. There is no punishment greater 
than that, other than death. A refugee is a refugee. When we talk 
about refugees who arrive by boat, as has happened in the past, they 
do not arrive with their papers and their passports. We have to 
understand that they are refugees. So perhaps people should look at 
the definition of the word “refugee,” because a refugee is a refugee. 


I have a question for my colleague. Does he not get the impression 
that the current government is not in a position to enforce the laws 
that it has proposed itself? 


@ (1255) 


Mr. Denis Blanchette: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
colleague for her question, as it gets to the very heart of my speech— 
the resources given to the public administration to enforce the law. 
There is a supposed problem and instead of allocating resources to 
fix it, they are creating a new law. Why? Maybe because it makes for 
a good press conference or photo shoot. It is not as sexy to provide 
departments with the resources needed to implement measures. At 
this point in time, I think we need to start by providing the means to 
enforce existing laws. 

[English] 

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
when the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism 
introduced and spoke to the bill, he made reference to the primary 
purpose of the bill being to get at the profiteers or smugglers. 


We have argued that the bill will not have any impact on that. In 
the hon. member's comments, he made reference to the number of 
smugglers this particular bill will actually catch. I believe he said it 
would catch zero. 


I wonder if he would just expand on that particular point. We 
believe it will have minimal, if any, impact whatsoever. Would the 
member add a comment on that? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Denis Blanchette: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
colleague for his question. 


I do not believe that the legislation we have before us will allow us 
to take action against traffickers. All that is happening, and we have 
heard it from the other side of the House, is that we are moving the 
problem to another country. I think that we should be using 
international agreements to resolve this type of issue, but that is not 
what the government is currently doing. 

[English] 

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in the House today to speak to Bill C-4, following 
many of my colleagues from the NDP who have pointed out the 
serious flaws and problems with the bill. Of course, we all remember 
the bill that was presented in the previous Parliament, Bill C-49. 


I want to begin my remarks today by registering my concern about 
what I have seen over the years from the government. It seems to me 
that refugees have become scapegoats; they have become political 
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footballs to target and, in many ways, to tarnish. The bill before us 
today, a continuation of Bill C-49, seeks to do that. 


I have been listening to the debate today in the House and have 
heard Conservative members say that smugglers should be 
prosecuted to the full extent of the law and that this bill is about 
going after smugglers. However, as my colleagues have pointed out, 
in actual fact the bill really does not speak to that issue. 


In reality, Parliament did pass a bill a few months ago dealing with 
refugees. The laws that we already have in place contain provisions 
ensuring a life sentence for human smuggling. This raises the serious 
question of why this legislation is coming forward and what its 
purpose is. 


When the bill was originally introduced in the previous 
Parliament, many organizations, such as the Canadian Council for 
Refugees, Amnesty International Canada, the Canadian Civil 
Liberties Association, the Canadian Bar Association, and the Centre 
for Refugee Studies, examined the bill and in a thoughtful way 
pointed out its serious problems. 


These organizations studied the issue, not from a partisan point of 
view but a neutral point of view, as to whether or not the proposed 
legislation would be harmful to our refugee process or would assist 
that process. All members of the House, and certainly the 
government, should be aware that the response to the bill was 
resoundingly negative by the organizations that work closely on the 
issue. 


We in the NDP have significant concerns. We are concerned that 
the bill would basically allow two classes of refugee claimants. It 
would allow designated claimants to be detained mandatorily, 
including their children. I think it is very powerful that many 
members today have spoken of their feelings about this aspect alone. 
What would it mean to incarcerate and detain children or not allow 
family reunification? This is a serious problem with the bill. 


I remember a few years ago, when another boat arrived off the 
coast of B.C. from Fujian province in China, dozens of claimants 
were detained. I remember visiting them in jail in Burnaby, British 
Columbia. I remember the incredible issues and concerns they had in 
terms of not having access to lawyers, not being able to make proper 
phone calls, not having culturally sensitive provisions and food, and 
being separated from their families. That was a few years ago, and 
this bill was not even in effect at that time. I remember delivering a 
series of letters by the detained women from Fujian province to the 
minister, imploring the minister to address their grievances and the 
situation they were facing in staying in jail for many months. 
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If the bill goes through, we will see a system set in place that 
‘would give enormous power to the minister. Notwithstanding any 
other provisions in the bill, this is something that we should be very 
worried about. We have seen so much legislation from the 
government that centralizes authority and power and decision- 
making and discretion with the minister. Why on earth would we 
undermine our system overall and confer such extraordinary powers 
on the minister to designate claimants and then, as a result, place 
them in detention? That alone is a serious problem with the bill. 


@ (1300) 


Canada has had a reputation of being a fair and reasonable country 
in protecting refugees and their rights, providing settlement in this 
country and upholding international law. Yet many of us today, in 
expressing our thoughts and concerns about this bill, point to the fact 
that this bill itself may end up facing a charter challenge and that it 
may be in contravention of international treaties. This leads me to 
wonder why this bill has come forward. 


Why are we targeting human smuggling in this fashion when we 
already have provisions in the law that deal with such smuggling? 
We already have provisions in a new refugee bill that produced a 
more balanced result. Why is this particular bill coming forward? 


I have come to the conclusion, as I think have many others, that it 
is more about a political line or optic that the Conservative 
government wants to lay down. It is like their get tough on crime 
approach. It has nothing to do with dealing with real issues and 
complex situations; it has everything to do with laying down a very 
simplistic approach that gives more power to the minister and 
actually strips away the rights we have had for refugees in this 


country. 


Another very problematic provision in the bill is the fact that 
designated claimants would be denied access to appeal. They could 
not make an application on humanitarian and compassionate 
grounds. These are all hallmarks of: the system we have in place. 
They are actually provisions that we members of Parliament use. We 
hear from constituents who are often in very difficult situations, who 
have come from another country and are going through the process 
and who may end up making an application on humanitarian and 
compassion grounds to the minister. Yet here we have this bill that, 
all of a sudden, would not allow that to happen. 


So it seems to me that this is a very serious step being taken. Here 
I would note that in the previous Parliament, the three opposition 
parties adamantly opposed the bill, and in fact the government did 
not bring it forward because it knew that the bill would likely be 
defeated by a majority in Parliament. Now we have a majority 
Conservative government, but that does not deter us from raising 
these significant points and alerting the public that, while the 
government might be fear-mongering and putting a political spin on 
this, the reality is that this is very bad legislation. 


I want to thank the organizations that have taken the time to 
examine the bill thoroughly to give us their analysis to help us see 
the reality that this bill is very bad. 


In today's global world, it seems very ironic to me that we have a 
government hell-bent on allowing. capital to move wherever it wants 
with no restraints. We have a government that has, at the top of its 
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agenda, trade agreements that have virtually no restraints. So there is 
this idea of freedom of movement in the globalized world. Yet when 
it comes to people, the real resource in our world, humans and their 
capacity to produce and to live productive lives, we see this 
draconian legislation aimed at slamming people who may make very 
legitimate refugee claims in this country, who may be fleeing 
persecution and may have been taken advantage of and exploited. 


There is no question that we need to focus on the problems that 
exist with human smuggling, but as I have pointed out, there are 
already very stiff provisions dealing with that aspect. This bill does 
not speak to that; this bill is targeted at the refugee claimants 
themselves. It is targeted at the people who are in that situation, if 
they arrive by boat. So this is bad legislation. 


I am very proud that New Democrats are standing up against this 
legislation and pointing out the problems with it. I hope that if it does 
go to committee, we will have an opportunity to go through this bill 
in great detail, to make substantive changes and come to some 
recognition that the bill as is cannot go forward. 


© (1305) 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
this has been a very enlightening debate. One of the references I 
have heard during the course of this debate was the misnomer in the 
title of this particular bill. This bill has been referred to by one of my 
colleagues as a refugee punishment pact, as opposed to the title the 


government has for it. 


My friend from Vancouver East comes from an area of this 
country that has been very welcoming to new Canadians over the 
years and, certainly, the broader community around them. 


The picture the government is trying to paint to justify the changes 
in this legislation is that of an outright rash of illegal refugees 
coming to the borders, and certainly through B.C. 


Is that the member's experience? Is that what she knows to be true 
in this particular issue? 


Ms. Libby Davies: Mr. Speaker, the member for Cape Breton— 
Canso is entirely correct. We have had isolated cases where people 
have arrived by boat and the government has really stoked fear in 
people. I can remember some situations where that has occurred. 
However, there are probably more people who arrive by plane, for 
example, or over the border. Very little attention is paid to that in 
terms of specific legislation. 


It really demonstrates for us that this legislation has been targeted 
to a very specific group that is way beyond what is actually taking 
place. We already have stiff provisions around human smuggling. 
We already have other laws that deal with our refugee system. This 
legislation is way over the top, it is bad legislation and it is clear that 
we need to change it. 


© (1310) 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for her eloquent words, as well as for her help in 
the past during my wife's immigration process to this country. 
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Does my colleague agree that the government is dangerously 
trying to sow cultural intolerance and division among Canadians and 
could she elaborate on the effect this fearmongering and targeting of 
refugees and immigrants will have on the very fabric of Canadian 
society? 

Ms. Libby Davies: Mr. Speaker, that is a very thoughtful question 
and one that the government does not want to answer. It wants to run 
for cover. 


The fact is that when we look at this legislation and the agenda as 
a whole, it is about division, scapegoating and targeting people. It is 
about using optics in the media and playing on people's fears. I 
cannot think of a worse kind of public policy agenda. I think most 
Canadians would be abhorrent to that kind of agenda and yet this 
legislation is clearly targeted to meet a political end for the 
government. That is something we cannot tolerate. 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am glad to 
have an opportunity to participate in this extremely important debate. 
For all of us who have spent some time in the House, issues of 
refugees and immigration continue to be an important part of the 
work we do here in Parliament. 


For those who are watching, here is a bit of history. 


On June 16, 2011, the Minister of Public Safety introduced Bill 
C-4, An Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, 
the Balanced Refugee Reform Act and the Marine Transportation 
Security Act. The short title, if we can call it that, is, “Preventing 
Human Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration System 
Act”, which is quite a ridiculous title actually. 


As a former minister of citizenship and immigration, I understand 
the difficult legal and political pressures that are faced by any 
minister of citizenship and immigration. I also know how hard it is to 
establish the balancing act between the rights of individuals and their 
need for a safe, secure and legal immigration system. However, as 
someone who represents one of the most culturally diverse areas in 
Canada, I am concerned that Bill C-4 casts too wide a net. This new 
net would catch some of those who hope to abuse our system but, at 
the same time, it would make many honest and decent people 
legitimately seeking a new life pay a hefty price. 


I want to be clear as I go forward. I am now and have always been 
a strong supporter of measures that will help make Canada and 
Canadians safer. However, I am not prepared to support measures 
that will make Canadians feel safe while offering no actual safety 
enhancements. It is very similar to the crime bill and all the other 
things that make people feel better but, in reality, are very ineffective 
and simply cost a lot more money. Many of the provisions in Bill 
C-4 are exactly that. They are knee-jerk and miss the mark when it 
comes to real safety for all of the people who are trying to get to our 
shores. 


Bill C-4 would allow the minister, or an officer, which is an 
important point, to refuse to consider an application for permanent 
residence. It would change the legal definition of a criminal 
organization. It would provide that the immigration division must 
impose conditions on the release of certain designated foreign 
groups. Clearly, that is another form of discrimination. It also would 
extend the time for instituting summary conviction proceedings from 
six months to a draconian five years. 
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For example, Bill C-4 would allow the government to arbitrarily 
label groups of people arriving on our shores with a specific 
designation. This may sound simple to some of those watching who 
may not understand how complex our immigration laws are. Let us 
take a closer and more practical look at what this might mean if it 
were applied to a real situation. 


In 2010, the ship Sun Sea approached our west coast with some 
500 men, women and children aboard. It had been determined that 
the affair involved criminal human smuggling and even terrorist 
implications. Those who were involved in any of that should be 
severely punished. However, it was also determined that several of 
the passengers were innocent victims of circumstance, particularly 
the children. 


One could imagine if the government were to designate the entire 
passenger list as criminal or terrorist. I think Canadians and all of us 
in the House would be shocked if we started throwing innocent men, 
women and children in jail simply because of the manner in which 
they arrived. Had they arrived by plane or car it would not be an 
issue, but because they were arriving by boat it was an issue. Most of 
these people did nothing wrong and a hard-line one-size-fits-all 
approach is not prudent nor is it appropriate. 


Another example of Bill C-4 is that it would provide for a 
minimum punishment for the offence of human smuggling. Most 
Canadians, myself included, want human smugglers to be punished 
severely. However, there is legislation on the books and if that part 
needs to be reinforced, then that should be reinforced, but we do not 
punish the innocent people who were struggling to escape from 
abuse, the severity of which many of us have no idea. 
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Bill C-4 has been designed to promote a feeling of safety rather 
than overhauling the system in a way that would create and shape an 
effective system that offers actual safety to Canadians and fairness to 
those who are trying to come to Canada for the right reasons. 


We can do better than what is offered in Bill C-4. I hope all 
parliamentarians have a true opportunity to work on this legislation 
to ensure it accomplishes what it is meant to accomplish, which is to 
ensure that our country is protected from terrorists and does not 
become an open door policy for people who try to get here to abuse 
our system, but that it also ensures that we are punishing those who 
need to be punished and not punishing innocent people who are 
trying to come to our country. 


Most of us understand that our world from the perspective of 
terrorism, security and the related legal frameworks changed 
dramatically forever on September 11, 2001. Bill C-4 responds to 
the politics of September 11, but it fails to truthfully and adequately 
address the realities also associated with 9/11. 
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Bill C-4 is setting the tone for a relationship between the 
government and all new Canadians. The government has made a 
great deal out of its emerging relationships with Canada's minority 
communities but these actions speak much louder than the words. 
Politics of division should not be shaping changes to Canada's 
immigration and refugee systems. I believe that is not the intent but 
clearly that is how it appears to everyone. Unorthodox does not 
equal bad. Just because people arrive in an unusual manner does not 
mean they have nothing to offer to Canada, nor does it mean that 
they are a threat. 


Canada's former Governor General Adrienne Clarkson was a 
refugee claimant to Canada, as are many other people in this country. 
She and her family fled to Canada from Hong Kong using, again, 
less than conventional means. It might not have been a boat but it 
was unconventional. Ms. Clarkson's family fled to Canada in the 
wake of war in the Pacific in 1942. It is only through her father's 
government connections that the Poy family gained the opportunity 
to flee to Canada as part of the repatriating of Canadian government 
staff. She had that opportunity. Not everyone is quite as lucky. 


The Chinese Immigration Act 1923 prevented the Clarkson 
family, the Poys, as they were known then, immediate entry into the 
country until the Department of External Affairs intervened and 
smoothed away the barriers that were preventing her from coming 
here. It would seem that Adrienne Clarkson, a refugee who came to 
Canada through all the wrong channels and then worked hard to 
raise her family and to contribute to our society, eventually 
becoming the Queen's representative, was worth the benefit of the 
doubt. 


We can just imagine what would have been lost if Adrienne 
Clarkson had been turned away because she had failed to apply 
correctly. She was desperate to get out of the country. 


We can do better than the version of Bill C-4 that is on the table 
today. As I indicated earlier, I hope all parliamentarians will have an 
honest opportunity to work together on this issue. It is such an 
important one because it tells the world what Canada is all about. 
Canada is not about taking boatloads of people, putting them all in 
jail and treating them all as if they were terrorists, when we clearly 
know that is not the case. 
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Mr. Brad Butt (Mississauga—Streetsville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the hon. member for York West and I have known each other for 
many years. I know she was a former minister of citizenship and 
immigration and she will appreciate how from time to time there are 
very difficult situations the governments of the day and the minister 
of the day must deal with when situations present themselves. 


Canada certainly is not encouraging boatloads of refugees through 
smugglers to come to Canada, but it does happen from time to time. I 
__ am surprised to hear the member speak against the bill recognizing 
_ the fact that she was in the minister's shoes at one point in time and 


perhaps may have wanted to exercise some of the powers under the 
bill. 


Could she explain why things are different today than when she 
was the minister previously? 
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Hon. Judy Sgro: Mr. Speaker, clearly we were a government that 
did not react on a knee-jerk basis every time by announcing we 
would put people who did this or that in jail. We were much more 
compassionate. I do understand very well, as do several of my 
colleagues on this side of the House who have been ministers. 


It is a balancing act between doing what is constitutionally right 
and what is legally right by respecting the rights of people who are 
being terrorized and endure tremendous hardships when they are 
fleeing from their countries. 


We are lucky in this country because we have a roof over our head 
and food on the table. We have no idea how tough or difficult life is 
for the many people who are desperate to escape from war-ravaged 
countries. Until we attempt to walk in their shoes, we have no 
understanding of how terror and starvation can lead them to pursue 
such desperate and illegal measures as paying $50,000 to get on a 
boat to come here. They are desperate and it is that desperation that 
ministers need to take into consideration in the balancing act of the 
choices they must make. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the member for York West. 


Is that not the crux of the issue? We are talking about immigration, 
which is a topic she is familiar with as she was the minister. This 
morning the member for Burlington spoke about security. Is the crux 
of the issue not that the current government is mixing up security and 
immigration? Refugees are not necessarily people we worry are 
going to jeopardize Canada's security. The majority of them are not 
dangerous; they are simply poor and need asylum. 


Another department deals with security. 
[English] 


Hon. Judy Sgro: Mr. Speaker, the reality is there are thousands of 
people abroad who are desperate to escape their war-ravaged 
countries to come to Canada. More money needs to be put into a 
process that would deal with the backlog of applications that every 
country has. Last I heard, Canada was obligated to take in 20,000 
refugees. We took in 14,000. More money is required for a system to 
process legitimate refugees from refugee camps so that they can 
come to Canada. 


People are frustrated with the system and how long it takes. They 
are desperate people. If they had any other choice, they would not 
pay all of that money to get on one of those boats and be subjected to 
the conditions we have seen. 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
my colleague has brought to our attention the method used by the 
current government when dealing with issues, whether they be 
Justice, immigration or whatever issues they might be, which is to 
scare the heck out of the Canadian public first. 


My hon. colleague was the minister of citizenship and immigra- 
tion and brought forward some very relative changes in that 
department while there. Could she list the names of all boats that 
brought in illegal refugees during her term? Were there any at all 
during her term as minister? 
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Hon. Judy Sgro: Mr. Speaker, there were none at that time. That 
is not something that is encouraged in this country and people know 
that abroad. That is the result of people trying to steal money from 
those who are desperate and provide them that opportunity. 


As a government and a country, the message we need to send is 
that is not an acceptable way to come here. What I would hope to 
hear from the government is that it will commit to more resources. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, Bill C-4 concerns me in a very particular way and I 
think it should be rejected for many reasons, but mainly for 
humanitarian and social justice reasons. 


I am able to stand before you here today in part because my 
parents were granted refugee status in 1980, thanks to the Canadian 
government's openness and its profound understanding of the 
precarious situation they found themselves in at the time. That 
extremely positive move allowed thousands of Vietnamese people to 
escape the miserable conditions in which they lived and to regain 
their dignity in Canada. 


I do not dare even think about the additional consequences my 
parents would have suffered if Bill C-4 had been in force when they 
arrived in this country. Through their story, I will explain my 
position and demonstrate why I think this bill is clearly unfair and, 
more importantly, misses the target. 


In 1979, after the Vietnam war, my parents decided to flee their 
country because of the horrible living conditions imposed by the new 
political regime and in the hopes of finding a better quality of life 
elsewhere. They could no longer endure the restrictions, the violence 
and the injustices that happened after the war. They jumped at the 
first opportunity to flee in the middle of the night, in secret, with my 
two brothers, who were one and three at the time. They made their 
way to a port and paid the smugglers with the last of their 
belongings, that is, whatever they could carry, such as clothing and 
jewellery. They got on a boat, with the direction indicated by a 
compass, in other words, anywhere, without knowing if the 
smugglers would take them to a safe harbour, take them somewhere 
dangerous or simply abandon them along the way. They risked their 
entire lives and those of their children. 


Why did they decide to come by boat? The answer is simple: they 
had no other choice. Some 400 other people were also on the boat 
with them. 


This bill creates two categories of refugees, including those who 
are designated because of their method of arrival, namely, by boat. 
These refugees are at a higher risk of detention than those who arrive 
by plane. This provision violates the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms, which guarantees equality before the law, as well as the 
Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, which prohibits States 
from imposing sanctions on refugees because of their illegal entry. 
What is meant by illegal entry? This term has not been defined and 
remains unclear. 


In addition, few refugees think to bring proof of identity. Their 
only concern is to save themselves, to disappear as quickly and 
quietly as possible. These people who do not have any identification 


are automatically suspected of not being real refugees. As a result, 
the minister could deem them to be “designated foreign nationals” 
and they could be detained. The burden of proof is being reversed 
here. Refugee claimants arriving in Canada are no longer free while 
they wait for their claims to be processed. They are detained and 
considered “designated foreign nationals” until proven otherwise. 
This arbitrary detention is contrary to the charter and international 
law. 


As my parents can attest, the journey made by refugees is long and 
difficult. Their ultimate goal is to survive the many dangers and 
threats they face: a lack of hygiene, food and water, as well as the 
many attacks by pirates who may rape the women, steal the refugees’ 
belongings or commit gratuitous acts of violence against them just to 
scare them. That is exactly why most countries in the world, 
including Canada, signed the Convention relating to the Status of 
Refugees in 1951. 


The convention's preamble states that human beings shall enjoy 
fundamental rights and freedoms without discrimination. It seems 
that the members of the Conservative government forgot this 
principle when they drafted this odious bill. 


At the time, my parents were able to choose a host country since 
they were recognized as refugees on humanitarian grounds. Clearly, 
they were questioned, photographed and made to take an oath. 
Canada provided them with identification documents since they did 
not have any. 


Under Bill C-4, my parents and my brothers likely would have 
been deemed “designated claimants” and would have all been 
mandatorily detained upon their arrival for a period of one year or 
possibly more. Since my parents did not have any documents, it was 
very difficult to establish their identity. Such imprisonment is 
completely arbitrary and discriminatory, is it not? 


Before arriving in Canada, they were already scarred from their 
painful escape: recurring nightmares, irrational fear of thieves, no 
trust or great difficulty developing trust in people, and constant 
suspicion of everyone. 
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They saw danger everywhere at all times. They have also suffered 
greatly from being uprooted from their country and their family. 
They never talk about that experience because it was too atrocious, 
too harsh and the memories are unbearable. Nonetheless, in order to 
help put things into context, yesterday my parents agreed to retell 
their story to me. 


It is hard to live in a refugee camp and go through the trials of 
being on the boat; it is also hard to adapt to the way of life in the new 
country, to culture shock, to social integration, to the temperature, to 
social isolation caused mostly by the language barrier and because 
they were potentially dangerous foreigners. At the time, my parents 
spoke rudimentary French. 


Sending them to prison to boot under the pretext that they 
represented a potential threat would have been completely ludicrous 
in their case and in the case of thousands of other Vietnamese 
refugees. 
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Why not attack the traffickers more effectively in this case and dig 
deeper into what they are doing here and abroad instead of attacking 
the refugees? 


Fortunately at the time, Canada opened the door to my parents and 
all those people in distress who were fleeing their country. My 
parents were gradually able to integrate into Canadian society. They 
learned French and worked very hard. When they arrived, they had 
to cope with underpaid exhausting work, frustration and discrimina- 
tion. However, they managed to integrate. They went to school, they 
took care of us and they both became nurses. Today my parents take 
care of sick people and they do so with the same compassion they 
were shown by Canadians when they first arrived here in need of 
refuge. 


My parents would have had an entirely different experience if the 
bill the Conservatives are proposing today had been in effect. They 
might have been detained with their two young children for a year or 
more. They would have been denied the right to social integration 
and dignity. Canadian society as a whole would miss out, because to 
send refugee claimants to prison is to deny Canada many courageous 
and intelligent people who want to contribute to the country’s 
growth. 


If Canadian authorities had made a mistake and had denied my 
parents refugee status, they would have been able to appeal. But this 
bill takes that right away from refugees because rulings on claims by 
designated persons cannot be appealed to the Refugee Appeal 
Division. This violates the provisions of the Convention relating to 
the Status of Refugees. 


The Conservatives are saying that this bill will reduce the amount 
of human trafficking. But in reality, the bill, in its current form, puts 
too much power in the hands of the Minister of Citizenship, 
Immigration and Multiculturalism and unjustly penalizes refugees. 


I agree that we should punish criminals, traffickers and smugglers 
directly. However, the bill, as it stands, punishes legitimate refugees 
and the people trying to help them. 


If Canada had not accepted my parents, we would not be who we 
are today. My brothers, sisters and I inherited this desire to serve our 
country from our parents and the Canadians who welcomed them. 
For other stories like this to have a happy ending, we need to 
recognize the rights of those coming after us. 


I am asking the members here to put themselves in the shoes ofa 
refugee. Imagine the desperate conditions these people endure in 
war-torn countries: fear, hunger, suffering and torture. Would they 
not try to flee, risking their lives and carrying only the bare 
essentials? After fleeing the violence and persecution, they would be 
imprisoned upon their arrival in Canada. Does that make any sense? 
Detaining a person who is claiming refugee status without providing 
an independent review is both discriminatory and shocking. 


This bill also strips certain refugees of the opportunity to apply for 
permanent residence. Refugee claimants are not allowed to sponsor 
their wife or children for five years. That is another clear violation of 
family rights. 


As well, as we said earlier, children are imprisoned, with all of the 
negative consequences that can have on a child's development. 


Government Orders 


I would like to conclude by asking the government and this House 
that this bill be withdrawn and reworked so that it actually tackles 
the issue of traffickers and smugglers, not the rights and freedoms of 
refugees. 
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Ms. Eve Péclet (La Pointe-de-l'Île, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank my colleague for sharing this story with us. I would like 
her to comment on the economic impact of the bill. As I mentioned 
previously, this bill will lead ‘to the construction of prisons and 
detention centres. And, as my hon. colleague explained, people will 
have psychological problems and, if they are accepted as refugees or 
permanent residents, they will probably have to go to the hospital, 
which will cost taxpayers even more money. Above all, an individual 
may not seek permanent residence, work or attend school for five 
years. 


For the benefit of the government, I would like her to speak about 
the economic impact of this bill. 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Mr. Speaker, I would first like to 
thank my colleague for raising this very relevant aspect of the bill. 
Economically, there are a lot of negative consequences. This bill is 
also very repressive with regard to the treatment of human beings. 
As my colleague said, it would result in a lot of detentions and would 
be very costly. The individuals detained would suffer considerable 
harm—especially the children—and they would not even have the 
means to cover the cost of a psychologist or mental health 
professional to help them. 


As for the children who would be detained, according to a number 
of studies, their detention is more detrimental before age 5 or 6 and is 
the most detrimental before age 3 because it is during the first three 
years of life that children develop their physical, mental and social 
capabilities. 


These children would be detained for close to a year. Other studies 
show that being removed from the school environment causes 
setbacks, which leads to a phenomenon of regression in children. 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Canadian Council for Refugees, Amnesty International Canada, 
the Canadian Civil Liberties Association, the Canadian Bar 
Association and the Centre for Refugee Studies are all opposed to 
this bill. I would like to ask the hon. member if she thinks that the 
Conservative government is stubbornly committed to passing this 


bill for ideological reasons. 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. 
member. I really think that, with this bill, the government wants to 
show that it is fighting terrorism and crime. This is totally the wrong 
approach to the matter, because its way of showing people that it is 
attacking terrorism and crime is really inappropriate. Instead, it is 
attacking refugees, people who need help, people who urgently need 
support in order to get back to a normal, healthy life. 
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I can go on: many decisions are completely vague and arbitrary, 
contravening a number of charters and conventions. It is totally 
unjustified; bill C-4absolutely must be withdrawn so that it can be 
revised and reworked. 


@ (1340) 


Mr. Denis Blanchette (Louis-Hébert, NDP): Mr. Speaker, first, I 
want to thank the hon. member for her touching, first-hand account 
of how some refugees who come here by boat can make very 
positive contributions to this country. 


I would like to ask the hon. member the following question. In her 
speech, she made a distinction between traffickers, smugglers and 
those who help refugees. Perhaps she could tell us more about this 
distinction so that we can fully grasp what happens to those people. 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. 
member. 


Traffickers are those who bring migrants, refugees and so on to 
the country in order to make a profit. Smugglers are just those who 
do so without necessarily profiting from it. There are also those who 
welcome people once they are here. For example, the Red Cross 
provided my parents with very specific help when they fled from 
their country. 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, first, it seems like the Conservative 
members are extremely confused about the difference between 
immigrants and refugees. This morning, we heard the hon. member 
for Burlington refer to his Italian in-laws. By no means do I wish to 
say anything negative about in-laws—I have wonderful in-laws, one 
of whom is from the Philippines and also immigrated here—but I am 
convinced that, in their home country, the member for Burlington's 
in-laws were not subject to persecution, violation of their human 
rights, danger of torture or risk to their lives. There is a big 
difference. 


We are talking here about refugees who face grave danger and flee 
their country to escape these threats to their safety and their integrity. 
I also heard the government side say that we are facing an invasion 


of refugees and that we must put a stop to it immediately. The 


Conservatives are referring to a particular case that occurred in 2010, 
where Sri Lankan refugees, who had indeed done business with 
traffickers and smugglers, were arriving by boat and requesting 
asylum. However, it is important to realize that there were 
approximately 500 people on that boat requesting asylum. Were 
these requests to be processed, they would represent 2% of all cases 
processed by the Immigration and Refugee Board. 


In response to another Conservative member who stated that we 
do not want them to conduct any investigations at all, I would like to 
say that we simply want all refugee claimants, whoever they may be, 
to have access to the same system, which would not be the case if 
Bill C-10 were to be passed. 


Bill C-10 also shows the government's contempt for the 
international conventions and treaties that Canada has signed, for 
example, the 1951 Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, the 
1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, and the 
1989 International Convention on the Rights of the Child, not to 
mention the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, which I will 
come back to later. 
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Bill C-4 has four problems and should therefore be defeated or at 
least heavily revised. The first problem has been mentioned several 
times. The bill separates refugees into two separate categories: 
refugees whose claims are processed in the regular manner and 
refugee claimants who could be deemed to be designated foreign 
nationals. If one person arrives by plane or by boat, he or she is 
considered a refugee claimant who can request the regular process. If 
a group of people arrives by boat, under the bill, they must be 
deemed to be designated foreign nationals. 


There are two separate processes for two separate classes, which 
was a completely arbitrary decision on the immigration minister's 
part. This particular provision contravenes article 31 of the 
Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, which specifically 
says that the Contracting States shall not impose penalties on 
account of their illegal entry or presence in Canada. But that is 
exactly what the government wants to do. It wants to be able to 
detain them for a year. That is a violation of the Convention relating 
to the Status of Refugees. And it is definitely a violation of 
section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and-Freedoms, which 
deals with the rights of every individual, whether Canadian or a 
refugee, to equality before and under the law. But we are going to 
have two separate classes that will be subject to two separate 
processes. 


The second problem is the mandatory detention of designated 
foreign nationals for 12 months. For one thing, that is a violation of 
the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, under which every 
individual has a right to legal counsel and the guarantee of habeas 
corpus. So it. is also a violation of article 9 of the International 
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, which requires the same 
thing. 


The third problem is that refugee claimants cannot apply for 
permanent residence for at least five years. That is specifically a 
violation of article 9 of the Convention on the Rights of the Child 
because the best interests of the child are not looked after in that 
decision. It seems the government is looking more after the best 
interests, the political ones in particular, of the Minister of 
Immigration. This also poses a problem when it comes to a very 
current issue, family reunification. After all the nice things the 
Conservatives had to say about it, now that the time has come to put 
something on paper to make the reunification process easier, they are 
putting up barriers blocking it. 
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That is the case with Bill C-4. 
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The fourth problem, and I mentioned it a number of times this 
morning, is the fact that the government is preventing refugees from 
appealing to the Refugee Appeal Division. For refugees who arrive 
via airplane, their case will be examined by the Immigration and 
Refugee Board of Canada. These people have the right to appeal a 
decision that they deem to be unfair. For refugees who arrive via 
boat and who are declared “designated foreign nationals,” they do 
not have that opportunity. That clearly violates article 16 of the 
Convention relating to the Status of Refugees. Article 16 specifically 
states that a refugee shall have free access to the courts of law on the 
territory of all contracting states. In addition, it states that a refugee 
shall enjoy in the contracting state in which he has his habitual 
residence the same treatment as a national in matters pertaining to 
access to the courts, including legal assistance and exemption from 
cautio judicatum solvi. 


It is clear that this bill creates two classes of asylum seekers, 
which completely goes against the principle of equality that should 
guide the legislators in this House. 


I would like to raise one last point regarding the issue of appeals. 
Yesterday, the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multi- 
culturalism held Australia as an example to follow. 


The immigration minister failed to mention that in November 
2010, the Australian supreme court issued a ruling in the case of a 
Sri Lankan refugee, in which it was deemed unconstitutional, under 
the Australian Constitution, that he did not have access to the appeal 
courts. Thus, the Australian supreme court invalidated these 
provisions. The same thing will happen in Canada, for the same 
reasons. 


I think it is clear that the government has no respect for its 
international obligations—obligations that Canada agreed to and 
signed off on. It is clear that the government is trying to politicize the 
issue of refugees for its own purposes by using sheer populism to 
attack victims of persecution who are trying to seek asylum in 
Canada. By refusing equal treatment to all asylum seekers, it is clear 
that the government has no respect for the Canadian Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms. 


For all of these reasons, I am unable to support Bill C-4, a bill that 
I believe is unfair, that punishes people who are already victims and 
that will certainly have very few consequences for human traffickers. 


I would remind the House that under current Canadian legislation, 
human traffickers, or smugglers, already face the maximum sentence 
they can be subjected to, that is, life imprisonment. This bill includes 
a few additional factors that would have absolutely no deterrent 
effect. 


This bill's intention is clear. Taking a closer look, we can see that 
nearly half of the bill simply discriminates more and creates different 
classes of asylum seekers. Thus, the bill is misnamed. This bill does 
not address human trafficking. This bill does not tackle the main 
problem, that is, smugglers who abuse the situation and take 
advantage of the desperation of people facing persecution, human 
rights violations, or even torture or death. The bill simply aims to 
discriminate against various groups of asylum seekers and allow the 
Canadian government to treat people differently in a very serious 
‘situation. This will reflect poorly on us internationally. 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
when the minister introduced Bill C-4, he said the primary purpose 
of it was to target the profiteers and to go after the smugglers. It is 
interesting that the member talked about punishing the victims. That 
is a point we really need to pick up on. | 


In the bill the government is zeroing in on the profiteers, and the 
number of profiteers who are going to be penalized by this bill is 
zero. On the other hand, I want to pick up on the point of who is 
actually being punished. Individuals are landing on our shores, 
whether by plane or boat, and for the most part are seeking asylum 
because if they stay in the countries they originate from, their lives 
could be shortened. There are threats of torture and all sorts of other 
horrendous acts. 


Would he not concur with me that they are already victims, and 
now they will be victims a second time because of the government's 
action? Would he concur with that? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for 
Winnipeg North for his very pertinent question. 


Indeed, that would be the case. Clearly, this bill does nothing more 
to address the issue of smugglers. The current Criminal Code already 
sets out a maximum sentence. As for the other aspect of the bill, 
concerning asylum seekers, they are persecuted and the victims of 
human rights violations. They often have to risk their lives and flee 
their country in order to ask for protection. This bill would have 
them treated like second-class asylum seekers, compared to today's 
asylum seekers. This bill completely flies in the face of the Canadian 
spirit that led to the signing of international conventions to protect 
the rights of refugees. With this bill, the Conservative government 
seems to be making a mockery of those rights. 


Mr. Denis Blanchette (Louis-Hébert, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for his speech. He made several references to our 
international obligations with respect to this problem. I would like 
my colleague to speak more about the measures that the House could 
adopt to deal with the problem of trafficking while meeting our 
international commitments. 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, my colleague's question is very 
pertinent, and the answer quite simple. We must provide the people 
responsible for law enforcement—the coast guard, the police, the 
courts—with the means to do their job, together with our 
international partners, in order to get rid of smugglers, the vultures 
who take advantage of people's despair to turn a profit. 


A bill such as this one will not solve the problem. With regard to 
the other part of the bill, which deals with handling asylum seekers, 
the solution is simple. The necessary resources must be allocated to 
the existing body, the Immigration and Refugee Board. This body 
takes into account many elements when deciding whether or not to 
grant refugee status, and the process should be available to all 
asylum seekers, whether they arrive by boat or other means. 
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@ (1355) 
[English] 

Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener —Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, again today we have misinformation being given by both 
parties on the other side. Yesterday, one of the members indicated 
that 99% of the refugee claimants, asylum seekers from the Ocean 
Lady and the Sun Sea, had been processed. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. 


Again today members opposite are implying that on this side of 
the House there is a lack of compassion. We have increased the 
number of refugees who can access Canada by 2,500 a year. 


Is it not reasonable that our border and security officials have 
access to know whom they are dealing with and to determine 
whether these people are simply fleeing persecution or could, in 
some cases, be fleeing prosecution? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, the Conservative member does not 
seem to have heard my presentation. The Immigration and Refugee 
Board already has a process for investigating smugglers and 
examining claims for asylum. We are asking that all refugees, no 
matter how they arrive here, have access to the same process, not 
that the government create two separate processes because that is 
how it has decided to score political points. 


[English] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): I must tell the hon. 
member for Cape Breton—Canso that I will have to interrupt his 
speech at 2 o'clock for the usual statements by members. 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
I appreciate that overwhelming sound of indifference from my 
colleagues when they heard that my speech would be cut short. 


This has been a very enlightening debate. Many of the speakers 
have brought very important points forward today throughout the 
course of the debate, certainly in the presentation that was presented 
by our leader, the member for Toronto Centre. In light of his vast 
experience on this topic and what he has done and seen over the 
course of his career, he sees a government that has certainly missed 
the mark in bringing forward this legislation. 


We have seen it time and again, regardless of the issue such as the 
omnibus justice bill presented today. With regard to legislation on 
immigration before us now, the government has taken the approach 
that it first wants to soften the ground. It wants to scare the Canadian 
public into thinking that there is some type of crisis in our midst, that 
there is this onslaught of illegal refugees who are towering on our 
shores. 


In the debate earlier today we heard from the member for York 
West, a former minister of citizenship and immigration. She had 
never dealt with a case like this during her tenure. Several of those 
involved in the debate today spoke with reference to the fact that 
there had been no significant increase, yet it has been put before the 
Canadian people that there is a degree of urgency because of an 
onslaught of refugees. 


We see the same thing with the omnibus justice bill, which was 
presented and will be debated later in the House, that there is a crime 
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wave sweeping across the country. When that fear is created, the 
government then is in a position to move forward with its 
ideologically driven mandate and agenda. That is the whole focus 
right now of the government. 


I look forward to resuming, and I know all members in the House 
are looking forward to the remainder of my speech once we come 
back after question period. 


@ (1400) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The member for 
Cape Breton—Canso has seven minutes remaining in his remarks 
when we resume debate on the motion and five minutes for questions 
and comments. 


Statements by members, the hon. member for Richmond— 
Arthabaska. | 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 


[Translation] 


PROSTATE CANCER 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, prostate cancer is the most frequently diagnosed cancer in 
men. This year alone, 5,100 Quebeckers will be diagnosed with 
prostate cancer and, unfortunately, roughly 840 of them will lose 
their battle with this terrible disease. However, in some cases the 
cancer can be treated successfully if it is detected and treated in the 
early stages. That is why it is essential to increase and support 
prevention and research efforts to eradicate this terrible disease. 


On behalf of my colleagues in the Bloc Québécois, I would like to 
send a word of encouragement to those who are fighting this cancer 
and to their loved ones. My sincere thanks go out to all those who 
spend their days raising public awareness about adopting healthy 
lifestyles. All the people who devote themselves to this cause, 
whether they are volunteers, caregivers or doctors, are truly 
remarkable and we want to acknowledge them today. 


ONE tar 
[English] 


TRACK AND FIELD 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to acknowledge the achievements of Jenna 
Martin from Bridgewater, Nova Scotia in South Shore—St. 
Margaret's. 


Jenna won the Canadian women's 400-metre title at the national 
track and field championships this past June in Calgary. She 
participated in the World Track and Field Championship in South 
Korea and also finished sixth in the women's 400-metre final at the 
World University Games in China. She has been an NCAA AIll- 
American, as well as a Canadian junior athlete of the year. Now 
Jenna is preparing to train for the 2012 Olympics in London. 
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In closing, I would like to congratulate Jenna, as well as her long 
time coach Charles Scarrow, also from Bridgewater, Nova Scotia. I 
congratulate Jenna on all her accomplishments so far and wish her 
the best of luck to bring home the gold for Canada and Nova Scotia 
in 2012. 


siete te 


NATIONAL AWARDS 


Mr. Dennis Bevington (Western Arctic, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take this opportunity to congratulate some NWT 
residents who have received national recognition this year. 


Fort Smith Slave River Journal was awarded the best all-round 
newspaper from the Canadian Community Newspaper Association 
in its circulation category. 


Dr. Curtis Brown from the South Slave Divisional Education 
Council was given the Canadian Association of School Adminis- 
trators Award as the best school superintendent in Canada. 


Sylvia Clement, a 29-year-old single mother of two, was awarded 
the Council of the Federation 2011 Literacy Award for her work. 


Di Ann Blesse was the winner of the Canadian Teachers' 
Federation Outstanding Aboriginal Educator Award. 


Paul Bennett, principal of Yellowknife's J.H. Sissons Schools, was 
chosen as one of Canada's 32 outstanding principals. 


Buffalo Airways won two Gemini Awards for the reality show, Ice 
Pilots. 


All over the vast NWT, our residents work hard to build our 
territory. The results are exceptional and these national awards 
recognize that. 


wk RK * 


MINING INDUSTRY 


Mr. Dean Del Mastro (Peterborough, CPC): Mr. Speaker, new 
figures from the Mining Association of Canada estimate that 
approximately $136 billion worth of investment is projected over the 
next five years for the Canadian mining industry, including both new 
projects as well as expansions to existing operations. 


Multi-billion dollar investments are planned in virtually every 
province and territory of Canada. Indeed, global demand for 
commodities is creating opportunities not seen since the post-war 
boom of the 1950s. 


Canada is among the most attractive jurisdictions in the world for 
mineral exploration and new mine investment. As this government 
focuses on the economy and jobs as its number one priority, 
continuing to work in partnership with the mining industry is one of 
the ways we can keep Canada's economy strong. 


Mining in Canada is truly the $136 billion opportunity, creating 
jobs and bringing hope from coast to coast to coast. 


**K*K 


PROSTATE CANCER AWARENESS MONTH 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
September is Prostate Cancer Awareness Month. Prostate cancer is 
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the most common cancer among men, with over 25,000 new 
diagnoses this year alone. Of that, 4,100 men will die this year. 


Yet prostate cancer is preventable. Early detection and screening 
can result in a 90% cure rate. However, because this disease is 
asymptomatic in the earliest stages, regular prostate exams and PSA 
levels, where appropriate, are essential. 


As a physician, I have worked to raise awareness about prostate 
cancer and to encourage my male patients to have early exams and 
tests when the reach the age of 40 and yearly afterwards. 


There are hereditary factors that can lead to prostate cancer, but 
there are also dietary and environmental factors that play a role as 
well. 


All men out there over 40 who have not had a prostate exam 
should take charge of their health and go get a checkup. 


ears 
@ (1405) 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Calgary East, CPC): Mr. Speaker, last 
week the leader of the Palestinian Authority announced his intention 
to unilaterally approach the UN Security Council this Friday to seek 
recognition of a Palestinian state. 


Today, Canada's foreign affairs minister is in New York to ensure 
that Canada's views are widely known. Canada does not see this 
action as helpful in bringing peace to the region. Such action will 
make the resumption of peace talks more difficult and will raise 
expectations in the minds of all Palestinians. 


Canada supports a two-state solution achieved through negotia- 
tions for a permanent peace. It is well known that the UN will likely 
veto any application for UN member state status. 


Our government encourages the Palestinian Authority to abandon 
such action and to return to the peace talks. 


KKK 
[Translation] 


KAREL MAYRAND 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to share with everyone my 
pride in the remarkable citizen engagement of Mr. Karel Mayrand, 
who is originally from Rimouski. 


Mr. Mayrand is the David Suzuki Foundation's director general 
for Quebec and was recruited by former vice-president of the United 
States and Nobel Peace Prize winner, Al Gore, to be a presenter for 
his Climate Reality Project. 
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The only francophone presenter chosen by Mr. Gore, Mr. 
Mayrand participated in the 24 Hours of Reality event in New 
York, to make people aware of the serious consequences of climate 
change and the urgent need to take action to counter its effects. You 
can watch his presentation, in French, on the Climate Reality Project 
Canada site. 


His background is impressive and inspiring. He wanted to become 
an agent of change and, through his involvement, effort and 
perseverance, has achieved that goal and now works with the most 
influential people in the field. 


Congratulations, Mr. Mayrand. We hope that your commitment 
will set an example for those who also want to make a difference. 


CRE 
[English] 


PROSTATE CANCER 


Mr. Colin Carrie (Oshawa, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this is Prostate 
Cancer Awareness Week. 


Prostate cancer is the most common cancer diagnosed in men. It is 
the third leading cause of cancer death and will claim an estimated 
4,100 lives this year alone, including many in my hometown. of 
Oshawa. Most prostate cancers can be cured if detected and treated 
in their earliest stages. 


We are extremely proud of our work to accelerate progress in 
cancer research, prevention and treatment for Canadians. Funding of 
$250 million over five years will be renewed for the Canadian 
Partnership Against Cancer to continue its excellent work. Last year 
alone our government, through the Canadian Institutes of Health 
Research, invested an additional $159 million in cancer research. 


Early detection, and leading a healthy, active lifestyle can decrease 
the risk of developing prostate cancer. 


Through the combined efforts of both the government and 
Canadians we can make a difference and save lives. Please join me 
in recognizing Prostate Cancer Awareness Week. 


Ce kd 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians can count on this government to keep our streets and 
communities safe. 


As part of our commitment to crack down on crime, our 
government took the important step of bringing to Canadians' 
attention the 32 most wanted criminals, including Shameer Allie. 
This individual had been on the run since January, when CBSA had 
ordered his deportation after he had been found guilty of numerous 
criminal offences, including assault. 


Despite the opposition's complaints, we went ahead with our 
approach, and it is delivering results. So far, six of those 32 
dangerous criminals have been arrested. 


Our government will continue to take action to protect Canadians 
and to make our streets and communities safer. I know that my 
constituents in Etobicoke Centre will definitely appreciate this. 
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RAIL TRANSPORTATION 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to call for action on high speed rail in Canada. 


My former leader and friend, Jack Layton, assigned me the 
Quebec City to Windsor high speed rail portfolio to increase the use 
of passenger rail and improve the service in that corridor. 


Well known to all, Jack expected us to not just criticize or be in 
opposition, but to build a plan and see it through. 


With that in mind, I have been researching and reaching out, and 
last week launched the need for speed campaign. My first goal was 
to determine interest in a Quebec City to Chicago route that would 
link Canada to the United States. I went to Michigan and met with 
elected members and bureaucrats alike. With $200 million in 
upgrades from Detroit to Chicago currently happening, Americans at 
all levels of government are interested in a future rail connection 
with Canada. | 


In Canada I met with the private sector, elected officials and others 
who see the merits of higher speed rail. The problem in Canada is 
that we see study after study, but no action. 


I have asked the Minister of Transport to create an inclusive 
working group of municipalities, provinces and the public and 
private sectors to develop a long-term business plan, ultimately 
bringing Canada into the modern rail age. 


I miss Jack. He was a big supporter of high speed rail. It is 
projects like this that keep his legacy alive. 


Ke KK 
© (1410) 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo- 
boit Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on May 2 Canadians gave us a 
strong mandate to keep the streets and communities safe. 


As part of that mandate, we made a promise to re-introduce 
important law and order legislation that would keep Canadians safe 
from coast to coast to coast, legislation that was opposed by the NDP 
and the Liberal Party. We said we would pass it within the first 100 
sitting days. 


I am very proud to say that today the Minister of Justice tabled the 
Safe Streets and Communities Act, a comprehensive piece of 
legislation that will keep Canadians safe, legislation that will protect 
our children from sex offenders, eliminate house arrest and eliminate 
pardons for sex offenders and give law enforcement officials, courts 
and victims tools they have told us they need. 
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We promised Canadians that we would be taking this action, and 
today we are delivering on that promise. I call upon members of the 
opposition to support these important law and order measures. 


Re 
[Translation] 


MARTHE ASSELIN-VAILLANCOURT 


Mr. Claude Patry (Jonquière—Alma, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to pay tribute today to Marthe Asselin-Vaillancourt, a 
pioneer in social involvement in Saguenay —Lac-Saint-Jean. 


Ms. Asselin-Vaillancourt's career has been exceptional in many : 


ways. Since 1976, she has been dedicated to the issue of women who 
are victims of violence. She has been director of a Crime Victims 
Assistance Centre, co-chair of the Canadian Panel on Violence 
Against Women, and regional and provincial vice-president of the 
Association québécoise de la défense des droits des retraités in 
Jonquière. 


I would also like to point out that as part of the 150th anniversary 
celebrations in Saguenay—Lac-Saint-Jean, she was recognized for 
being the woman who has made the greatest and most consistent 
contribution over the past 25 years. 


Mr. Speaker, as you probably know, her most recent distinction 
was receiving the Order of Canada. 


She is a great woman, whose commitment to her community has 
been a source of inspiration for over 50 years and will continue to be 
for future generations. Today, I would like to express my admiration 
for Ms. Asselin-Vaillancourt. Her contribution to our community is 
invaluable. 


On behalf of the people of Jonqui¢re—Alma, I congratulate Ms. 
Asselin-Vaillancourt on receiving the Order of Canada and offer my 
sincere thanks for all of the work that she has done— 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Prince Albert. 


ae ike ihe 
[English] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our 
Conservative government is squarely focused on what matters most 
to Canadians, jobs and economic growth. 


Canada's economy has created nearly 60,000 net new jobs since 
July 2009, the strongest job growth on record in the G7. We are 
working hard to implement the next phase of Canada's economic 
action plan and its job-creating measures, like the hiring credit for 
small businesses. 


The global economic recovery, especially in the U.S. and Europe, 
does remain fragile. The last thing Canada's economy needs now are 
the massive NDP and Liberal job-killing tax hikes that would kill 
jobs and set Canadian families back. 


Staying the course with our prudent low-tax plan will support 
Canada in completing the economic recovery and help create jobs 
for Canadians. 
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PROSTATE CANCER 


Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this week is 
prostate cancer awareness week, and I would like to take the time to 
mention the 25,000 men who will be diagnosed in 2011 as well as 
the 4,000 of them that we could lose to this disease. 


I think about the families and friends of those who will have to 
face this immense challenge. In particular I am thinking about our 
political family, which suffered such a huge loss this summer. 


But I cannot help but think about the Canadian men and women 
who participate in initiatives such as Movember and other 
fundraisers. Because, despite all of the great accomplishments, we 
must still work to raise awareness amongst men 50 and older. We 
encourage them to talk to their health care professionals to learn 
more about the disease. 


We demonstrated it just this morning in Parliament, where I had a 
screening test. With research, awareness and the generosity of 
Canadians, we will one day beat this disease and improve the lives of 
our families. 


@ (1415) 
[English] 
INTERNATIONAL CO-OPERATION 


Ms. Lois Brown (Newmarket—Aurora, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in 
the year since the Prime Minister launched the Muskoka initiative at 
the G8, Canada has worked toward real results, saving the lives of 
mothers and children around the world. 


‘The lives of countless women and their newborns depend on 
simple solutions: strengthening health systems, training midwives, 
fighting childhood diseases and improving nutrition. 


Canada is a leader on the humanitarian stage and keeps its 
commitments when it makes a pledge. We recognize that we must 
entrench accountability in everything we do and deliver on our 
promises. 


The World Health Organization and the World Bank estimate that 
by 2015 the G8 Muskoka initiative will prevent the deaths of 1.3 
million children under the age of 5, and prevent the deaths of 64,000 
mothers. 


I stand to applaud the Prime Minister and the Minister of 
International Cooperation for leading the world and saving the lives 
of the most vulnerable mothers and newborn children. 


KK * 


PROSTATE CANCER 


Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, prostate cancer will afflict one in seven men in this House 
of Commons and across Canada. This disease is the most common 
cancer among Canadian men. As many as 25,000 Canadians are 
diagnosed with it every single year. Last year, our friend and 
colleague, Jack Layton, was one of them and faced the disease with 
courage and determination. 
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As a cancer survivor myself, I joined Jack in encouraging 
Canadian men over 40 to get checked, because the earlier it is 
detected the better chance they have of beating it. 


September is prostate cancer month. This year the Prostate Cancer 
Canada Network wants us men to know that it is our time as men to 
take charge of our own health. I ask all members of this House and 
all men in Canada to join in the fight against prostate cancer. 


KK * 
[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the leader of the New Democratic Party 
apparently has a miracle solution to get the economy back on track: 
tax increases and irresponsible spending. She is wrong. Canada's 
economy does not need job-killing tax hikes; nor does it need 
spending that would slow the economic recovery and mean a step 
backwards for Canadian families. 


The global economic recovery remains fragile. We must not 
underestimate the impact of problems beyond our borders on the 
Canadian economy. 


The NDP is acting irresponsibly by claiming that tax increases are 
the answer. On the contrary, they would jeopardize our recovery. 


This is just one more troubling example of how ill-equipped the 
NDP is to govern Canada. Our government will stay on course with 
our prudent plan to keep taxes low, thereby bolstering our economic 
recovery. 


Our Conservative government remains firmly focused on what 
matters to Canadians: jobs and economic growth. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[Ti ranslation| 


THE ECONOMY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, unlike 
the Conservative government, President Obama gets it. He knows 
that his government has to invest in the economy because the private 
sector is not doing so. The same is true here in Canada. The 
Conservatives are making bad choices. The tax cuts for big 
corporations and big banks have not created jobs. 


Why is the government refusing to face facts and accept that it is 
up to the government to stimulate the economy and create jobs? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians gave us a 
strong mandate and we are focused on economic growth and job 
creation. Again today, the IMF has predicted that Canada will lead 
the G7 economies. This shows that our plan is the right plan. We will 
keep taxes low. I want to remind hon. members that 600,000 net new 
jobs have been created since we came to power. We will continue to 
implement the budget. There will be a new small business hiring tax 
credit. That is what creates wealth. 
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[English] 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, there 
is more bad economic news. The Conference Board of Canada 
dropped Canada's rating on income equality. The middle class is 
falling further behind. Inequality has increased in the past 10 years. 
Surprise, surprise; it is the same 10 years of the big tax cuts for big 
corporations. 


Is this not another example of the Conservatives’ economic 
inaction plan? 


© (1420) 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our Conservative government is focused on what actually matters to 
Canadians: creating jobs and economic growth. Just today the IMF 
forecasted that Canada's overall economic growth will lead the G7 
over the next two years. This is another example of our economic 
leadership, which includes nearly 600,000 net new jobs since the end 
of the recession in July 2009, which is the strongest job record in the 
G7. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservatives' economic action plan is simply not working. The 
unemployment rate went up last month. Canada is on the brink of 
another recession. The gap between the rich and the poor keeps 
growing. Yesterday the Prime Minister showed that he not only does 
not understand the principle of social justice, but he refuses to see the 
economic dangers on the horizon, as they were in 2008. 


When will he open his eyes and take action? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, on the contrary, our 
economic action plan is working very well. Again, some 600,000 net 
new jobs have been created since the end of the recession. If that is a 
failure, then it is hard to say what plan would work better. The worst 
part is that the NDP voted against the plan. 


We will stay the course. The state of our country's public finances 
is the most enviable of the G7 countries. This shows that our plan of 
keeping taxes low and emphasizing economic growth and job 
creation is a winning formula. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
inequality is not only a moral outrage in any democracy, but it also 
makes for a bad economic foundation. Inequality means lower 
family incomes, young people and workers not being given the 
opportunity to pursue their studies, consumers spending less, and 
fewer good jobs being created. 


Why does this government refuse to take economic inequality 
seriously? Why does it refuse to act? 
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Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the most important equality plan for Canadians is a job. We have 
created more than 600,000 net new jobs in Canada since the end of 
the recession. Canadians gave us a strong mandate in the general 
election to protect and complete Canada's economic recovery. 


The way to go is not what the member opposite suggests. It is not 
to run up more deficits and more debt. We see clearly around the 
world what that brings down on countries that follow that course, 
including the course recommended by the official opposition of a 
$10 billion tax hike in Canada. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
clearly Conservatives are out of touch. Canadian households have 
never been so deeply in debt, never. Scotiabank says Canada will 
likely be the first country to go back into a recession. Now the 
International Monetary Fund projects Canada's unemployment rate 
will keep rising and is downgrading Canada's economic prospects. 


When will the Minister of Finance finally wake up to our 
economic reality, or is he happy just to watch from the sidelines as 
Canadians face another economic downturn? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
there the member goes again, bad mouthing our country and trying 
to reduce confidence in our economy. In fact, Canadian consumers 
have confidence in our economy and that is why we have economic 
growth. 


If the member opposite bothered to read the report the IMF issued 
today, she would see that according to the IMF we are going to have 
the best economic growth in the G7 over the course of the next two 
years. That is because we have sound fiscal and economic 
fundamentals, but she would have us move away from that. 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the warm applause from the Conservative Party. 


The Minister of Finance has to face the harsh fact that the IMF 
report today, which he has quoted very selectively from, states very 
clearly that the IMF is changing its growth projections for Canada. 
He has to recognize very clearly that the IMF said something else 
quite significant at the end of its report and he said that it is precisely 
because Canada has the fiscal room to move that it is important for 
Canada to look hard at the need for flexibility in the face of changed 
circumstances. This is where we part company with the government. 
Will the minister not admit that the world is— 


© (1425) 


The Speaker: I will have to stop the hon. member there. 


The hon. Minister of Finance. 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the IMF report set out the anticipated rates of growth in Canada at 
2.1% in 2011 and 1.9% in 2012, which would be the best in the G7 
over the course of the next two years. The IMF “Fiscal Monitor” also 
noted that Canada will continue to have by far the lowest total 


government net debt to GDP ratio in the entire G7: 33.3% in 2016 


compared to—and I know the member opposite loves debt—the G7 
average of 92.9%. 


Oral Questions 


[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I did not 
hear the love in the minister's answer. 


What I would like to say to the minister is very simple: 
circumstances have changed. The circumstances relevant to the 
minister's budget are no longer relevant today. That is the problem. 
That is the challenge facing Canada. Yes, we have some flexibility. 
We do have some leeway, but will the minister take advantage of that 
leeway? That is the important question we are asking him. 


[English] 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we have indicated that if we are faced with a large external shock to 
our economy from Europe or elsewhere that we would, of course, be 
pragmatic and flexible. We have said that before and I say it again 
here today. We would act as we have acted before. 


What we would not do is run the Government of Canada like the 
member opposite ran the government of Ontario between 1990 and 
1995. He ran the province of Ontario into massive debt and deficit 
from which that province is still trying to recover. 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I did not 


_ hear the love in that response, but let us just look at the facts of what 


the government is doing. 


It says that it is focusing on the economy and jobs. We have just 
been faced with two pieces of legislation that have already 
dramatically increased the size of the debt and deficit in Canada, 
and according to the Parliamentary Budget Officer, they are going to 
increase Canada's debt by $15 billion over the next five years. That 
is the agenda which is being foisted upon the country by a 
government that claims to be worried about the economy. 


The government has to show some flexibility and leadership in the 


‘face of these changed circumstances. 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we are on track to balance the budget. We ran substantial deficits in 
2009 and 2010. We have reduced that deficit by about half and we 
will continue to do that. 


This is in stark contrast to what the hon. member opposite did in 
the province of Ontario over five years. Year after year he was in 
denial and continued raising the deficit, accumulating a massive 
public debt in the province of Ontario. 


We are not going to go that route. We are going to stay the course 
and go back to a balanced budget. 
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[Translation] 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to reassure the President of the Treasury 
Board. I am not going to ask him a question about the G8 Summit 
today. I hope that this will motivate him to stand and speak. 


A total of $20 million was granted to a private company to study 
the cuts to public services. That is $90,000 a day being wasted! The 
President of the Treasury Board is throwing taxpayers' money out 
the window while cutting jobs. 


Why is the government paying contractors top dollar to do its dirty 
work? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, since the end of the 
recession, 600,000 jobs have been created here in Canada. 
Canadians gave us a strong mandate to protect and pursue Canada's 
economic recovery. While the opposition is calling for tax increases 
that would result in the loss of jobs and harm the economy, the 
government has a plan to keep taxes low and focus on job creation 
for Canadians and economic growth. 


We know that irresponsible spending and out-of-control debt are 
the main problems other countries are facing today. That is why the 
demands of the opposition will not be met. 


@ (1430) 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, once again, I am going to have to respond to the 
spokesperson for the President of the Treasury Board. The reality is 
that the cuts to public services will be carried out by private 
consultants and will cost taxpayers $20 million. As we saw with the 
F-35s, the Conservatives do not really like the tendering process. 


When the public interest is not consistent with their ideology, they 
forget about the public interest. Can the President of the Treasury 
Board explain to us why this contract was awarded without a 
tendering process? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is completely false 
and Treasury Board's involvement with the private sector is an 
integral part of our plan to ensure that Canada avoids the economic 
and financial problems that have heavily hit many of the other 
countries in the world. Once again, fortunately, 600,000 new jobs 
have been created since the end of the recession thanks to the good 
work of the world's best Minister of Finance, as he was named last 
year. 


ee ok: 1 
[English] 


SERVICE CANADA 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Conservatives are spending $90,000 a day for an outside 
consultant to plan cuts and that is their explanation. Canadians will 
not buy it. A day's pay for the consultant is more than a year's pay for 
front-line Service Canada workers. While Conservatives throw 
money away on high-priced consultants, they are forcing Canadians 
to accept cuts to the programs and services they rely on. 
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When will the government come clean on its cuts? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
under our government we have created about 600,000 net new jobs 
since the end of the recession which, as I said earlier, is the best 
record among the advanced economies. The opposition, on the other 
hand, is calling for higher taxes which would, of course, kill job 
creation in Canada and is the wrong way to go. 


With respect to spending, we certainly are opposed to reckless 
spending. I think Canadians expect us to be prudent in the way we 
look at spending in Canada, so we are through the deficit reduction 
action plan. Private sector advice is valuable, important and essential 
and it is part of our task of appropriately— 


The Speaker: Order. I will stop the minister there as his time has 
expired. 


The hon. member for Nanaimo—Cowichan. 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, © 
warning signs about a possible recession are everywhere and yet 
Conservatives want to cut the front-line workers that help Canadians 
who have lost their jobs. This is not the time to cut services at EI 
processing centres. When times are tough for Canadians they 
deserve to have those services to help them. 


When will the minister take the service part of Service Canada 
seriously and stop cutting workers at EI centres? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member should get her 
facts correct. Front-line service at Service Canada will not be 
affected with the plan we are bringing in. What we are doing is 
taking the backroom operations where EI gets processed and making 
it more responsive to the needs of Canadians. 


Right now, most of the processing is manual paperwork. We are in 
the 21st century. We need to automate that. We need to make sure 
that the services we are delivering are efficient, effective and 
responsive to Canadian needs. We are protecting front-line service 
delivery. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Claude Patry (Jonquière—Alma, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
during the last election campaign, the Conservative slogan in Quebec 
was “Notre région au pouvoir”, or our region in power. The reality is 
that if you are not in power, the government will make cuts in your 
region. This summer, it announced that 600 jobs would be cut in 
employment insurance claim processing centres in Canada. These 
cuts will hurt the isolated rural regions of eastern Canada. 


Why reduce employment insurance services when the ranks of the 
unemployed are swelling and the economic situation is deteriorat- 
ing? 


September 20, 2011 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, during the global recession there 
was a large increase in the number of employment insurance claims. 
We responded by hiring a number of people to process the claims. 
We succeeded. Claimants received their benefits in a reasonable 
time. However, the good news is that more Canadians than before 
have found work and we no longer have to deal with so many 
claims. Therefore, we have adjusted our staff. 


Mr. Claude Patry (Jonquière—Alma, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
when people lose their jobs they do not receive free Internet access 
as a bonus. Not everyone can file their claims over the Internet. - 


It is interesting to note that two Service Canada centres that were 
opened in Conservative ridings in Nova Scotia will remain open. 
Meanwhile, bigger centres in opposition ridings will close. 


Will the government stop favouring Conservative ridings and start 
serving Canadians fairly? 


@ (1435) 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I just explained that some people 
were hired on a temporary basis. That was understood at the time by 
those people and the unions. The demand for employment insurance 
has decreased. Consequently, we have to reduce the number of 
employees and make sound use of taxpayers’ money. That is what we 
are doing. I can assure the member that the service provided to the 
public will not be affected. 


**K* 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, if cuts are made 
to Canada's ozone monitoring network, we will lose a third of the 
world's resources to monitor the growing hole in the ozone layer. 


This network has been collecting research data for 45 years. It is a 
key player in international efforts to protect the ozone layer. 


How will this government explain to other countries that Canada 
is withdrawing from an important monitoring mechanism that is 
provided for in the Montreal Protocol? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as my colleague is aware, since we took power, Canada has 
created nearly 600,000 net new jobs. 


[English] 


I must say that while Nature is a worthy journal, the story to 
which she refers is completely without facts or science. We are not 
cutting any ozone-monitoring services or closing the World Ozone 
and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre, which Canada has hosted for 
years. However, we are optimizing and streamlining the way we 
monitor and measure ozone, making the best use of taxpayers’ 
dollars. 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the minister 
says he is not cutting jobs with ozone-related research and yesterday 
he told the House that cuts to Environment Canada will only affect 
“surplus” workers. It is hard to imagine where he is finding surplus 
when key programs like ozone monitoring are now often run by only 
one person. 
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Before we take his word on what a “surplus” worker is, will the 
minister tell the House what analysis his department has done that 
shows the actual impacts of these cuts? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I do not know how I can be much more clear. I have said 
we are not closing any of our ozone-monitoring services or closing 
the World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre. 


As we are doing across government, we at Environment Canada 
will be taking a close look at all of our spending through the next 
year and the results of our deficit reduction action plan will be 
revealed in next year's budget. 


G8 SUMMIT 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
documents show that the Auditor General was misled on key facts 
surrounding the G8 spending. For example, who handled the intake 
of applications? It was Sondra Reid, the minister's constituency 
assistant. Who handled questions from municipalities? It was David 
Pearson, the minister's political right hand. Who secured the cash? It 
was Mr. Muskoka Moneybags himself who bragged to mayors that 
he could secure money personally from the Prime Minister for a 
program that did not exist. 


His fingerprints are all over this file. When will he take 
responsibility for this abuse of public trust? 


The Speaker: I would encourage the hon. member to abstain 
from making those types of derogatory comments. 


The hon. parliamentary secretary. 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is completely incorrect. 
The facts have not changed. The Auditor General looked at this 
recently and made some helpful observations about how we could 
move forward in a more transparent and clear way. 


The Auditor General also made some observations with respect to 
the administration of this program. 


However, here is the good news. The good news is every dollar is 
accounted for. All 22 projects came in on or under budget. In fact, 
the program itself was underspent by some $5 million. 


kK KK 


AIR CANADA 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, despite ongoing 
talks at Air Canada, the minister has leapt into the fray and indicated 
she would order flight attendants back to work, giving an 
unmistakable preference to management negotiators. 
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Clearly, the government is ready to use this opportunity to again 
undermine employee pension security, just as it did earlier this year. 
Pension security must be part of any plan to stimulate this economy. 


Why is the government so eager to compromise the pension 
security of over 6,800 Air Canada workers? 
© (1440) | 

Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our labour minister has been front and centre in ensuring 
that whatever happens the parties involved in this discussion 
continue their discussions. The pensions seem to be at the middle of 
it. We hope they can settle. However, it is very important that we 
ensure the economy is not negatively impacted. The pensions will be 
dealt with in due time. 


Teese 


G8 SUMMIT 


Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, the Auditor General's report on the G8 legacy fund said 
that no public servants were involved. We now know that is wrong. 
Employees of FedNor were involved. Clearly, somebody misled the 
Auditor General. 


I have a motion at the government operations committee this 
afternoon calling for an investigation into this matter. 


Will the government, which rode into power on the white horse of 
accountability, support my motion, or does it think now that it has a 
majority, accountability no longer matters? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, again the facts have not 
changed. This issue was thoroughly heard. The Auditor General had 
all the government information. 


However, let me give members more good news on this. 


Rehabilitating the airport in North Bay, fixing up the provincial 
highway and building a community centre that was used during the 
summit are all public infrastructure projects that added great value to 
the municipalities and were recommended by the municipalities 
themselves. 


| Translation] 


SALES TAX HARMONIZATION 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to respectfully ask the Minister of Industry if 
he was of sound mind when, on September 12, he said that the 
Conservatives broke their promise to Quebeckers to compensate the 
Quebec government with $2.2 billion by September 15 because the 
province is refusing to tax items such as books, baby feeding 
supplies and diapers. 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, a joint press release was 
issued by the Province of Quebec and the Government of Canada. 
This shows that we have been negotiating on this issue in good faith 
from the outset. Things are moving forward and are going well, as 
the finance ministers for both Quebec and Canada have said. It is 
time to stop nitpicking and look at the result. It is on the way. 
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Those members over there were in power for 13 years and always 
said that the sales tax could not be harmonized. We get things done, 
and we will keep our promise. 


[English] 
INFRASTRUCTURE 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
whether it is the Gardiner Expressway in Toronto or Montreal's 
Champlain Bridge, Canada's major infrastructure is crumbling, 
leaving too many Canadians with a white-knuckle drive to work. 


At the same time, the IMF said today it predicts Canada's 
unemployment rate is going to rise above 7.5%. 


Infrastructure means jobs. Is it not time for the government to 
move Canada forward and invest in job creation and public safety? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, no government in history has invested more in Canada's 
infrastructure than our present government. In budget 2011 we 
continued to build on our unprecedented commitment by making the 
annual $2 billion gas tax fund permanent. It is very important for 
municipalities, and I think the opposition voted against it. 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Torontonians are about to lose a thousand jobs in the public transit 
system. That means longer waits for buses and trains, and fare 
increases. Meanwhile, in Calgary trains are literally breaking down. 
Commuters across Canada are stuck in traffic jams. The mayor of 
Calgary, who happens to be in town this week, has long called for a 
federal transit strategy. 


Could the minister explain why Canada is the only OECD or G7 
country without a national transit plan or strategy? 


@ (1445) 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we have to respect our partners. Municipalities and 
provinces are responsible for transit issues and we respect that. We 
do not have to tell Toronto's city councillors how to manage the 
transit in their own city. We have to respect them. We are there to 
support them with the money of the population of Canada in 
Toronto. That is what we will continue to do. 
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[Translation] 


HIGHWAY INFRASTRUCTURE 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday, the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities 
told the House, and I quote, “...we have invested...in Montreal 
bridges, mainly in the Champlain Bridge, to ensure the smooth flow 
of traffic...” Clearly, the minister should revise his strategy. For 40 
years now, we have been hearing that the bus lane is just a temporary 
solution. 


When will we see a sustainable solution for motorists, public 
transportation users and truck drivers? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, if public transportation is a priority for the official 
opposition, I would like my colleague to explain why the NDP 
voted against the Toronto Rocket project, against the Métrobus 803 
project in Quebec City, against the Evergreen Line project in 
Vancouver and against a number of other projects. We will continue 
to do the work, to do what is necessary for public transportation and 
to ensure that all federal infrastructures are kept in good working 
order, while respecting provincial jurisdictions. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the minister does not seem to understand the scope of the problem: a 
highway is collapsing, a bridge is urgently shut down. It is clear that 
this government simply does not have an infrastructure moderniza- 
tion plan that is focused on job creation. Patching up a bridge that is 
at the end of its useful life is not a sustainable strategy nor is it a safe 
one. 


When will the minister understand that if he wants to ensure the 
smooth flow of traffic, a new bridge is needed? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, if we were to have a new bridge or other infrastructure, it 
would take seven to ten years to complete. How does my colleague 
think that new infrastructure would resolve Montreal's traffic 
problems today? That is unbelievable. We must ensure that the 
infrastructure in place now is still able to endure the load of existing 
traffic for a number of years and that all of the options are considered 
regarding future infrastructure. 


CEE 
[English] 
LIBYA 
Mr. Peter Braid (Kitchener—Waterloo, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
situation in Libya this past summer has seen the toppling of the 
Gadhafi regime and the emergence of a real democratic hope. 


However, despite these gains we recognize that the situation does 
remain unstable. 


Could the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs please update the House on the situation in Libya? 

Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today the Prime Minister 
attended the high-level meeting on Libya at the United Nations 
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chaired by the Secretary-General. Canada has been at the forefront of 
the international effort to protect civilians in Libya against the 
oppressive Gadhafi regime. 


Canada stands ready to support the new Libyan government 
through the UN coordinated efforts committed to helping the people 
of Libya. 


**K* 


TAX HARMONIZATION 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
people of B.C. have spoken loud and clear. In a historic referendum 
they rejected the HST tax grab that the Prime Minister rammed 
through the House. Now the Conservatives are planning to punish 
British Columbians. 


Forcing them to pay back over a billion dollars is a spiteful 
reaction to the province's fair and democratic decision. When will 
the government agree to respect voters and treat B.C. voters fairly? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as 
I am sure the member opposite knows, there is an agreement 
between the Government of Canada and the Government of British 
Columbia. 


HST is a provincial responsibility. I met yesterday with the 
minister of finance of British Columbia. He reported to me, of 
course, the results of the referendum there. We are now working on 
the exit strategy since this is a provincial responsibility and the 
provincial government will not be continuing with the HST. 


@ (1450) 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this 
money has already been invested in health care, education and other 
family priorities. Forcing the province to pay it back will hurt very 
important services and create a hole in the province's budget. 


The government needs to do the right thing, the fair thing. Will the 
government drop its plan to punish British Columbians for rejecting 
its HST? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the HST is a provincial responsibility. There is an agreement 
between the Government of Canada and the Government of British 
Columbia. The agreement has provisions with respect to repayment 
of the sum that was advanced by the Government of Canada. That 
sum was advanced as part of the agreement to proceed with the HST. 
The province is not proceeding with that now. It follows that 
honouring the agreement will require repayment. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, let us 
talk about honouring and keeping promises. In the Conservative 
Party platform unveiled on April 8 and in numerous statements made 
by the Prime Minister and his Quebec lieutenant, the Minister of 
Industry, during the election campaign, they promised to compensate 
Quebec with respect to the GST by September 15. It was a formal 
promise. 
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In a joint press release issued on September 14, the finance 
ministers from Quebec and Canada had to admit that the promise 
would not be kept. What is the problem? 


[English] 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we have had a lengthy series of discussions with the Government of 
Quebec with respect to the HST and those discussions have 
continued. 


The minister of finance of Quebec and I agreed a week or so ago 
that we would continue the discussions toward the end of September. 
I am hopeful and relatively confidence that we will arrive at an 
agreement. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, who is 
in charge in the finance minister's shop? During the election 
campaign, the Prime Minister promised, with his hand on his heart, 
that Quebec would get the $2.2 billion it has been owed for ages. 


The two finance ministers say that there is progress, but we have 
yet to see anything. 


Can the Minister of Finance confirm that the $2.2 billion that the 
federal government owes Quebec is being held up in his department? 


[English] 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
am sure the member opposite is familiar with negotiations. 


We are negotiating with the Government of Quebec. We need to 
agree on the terms with respect to the HST and then the payment 
would flow after that. This is entirely normal. It is the procedure we 
are following. There is good will on both sides. We will carry on 
with the discussions with the goal of reaching an agreement by the 
end of September. 


Kee 


RAIL TRANSPORTATION 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, for the third 
time, I have a question for the Minister of Transport about his 
government's rail service review, which is almost a year old. It said 
that the shippers of grain, oil seeds and special crops, forest products, 
minerals and the like were getting very bad service from the railways 
at a very high cost and it called for new legislation to enforce binding 
contracts on the railways. 


Will that legislation be introduced and enacted in this calendar 
year? For the third time, yes or no? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in March of this year, our government announced a 
comprehensive strategy that responds to the findings of the review. 


Our government is following up on its commitment to improve the 
performance of the rail-based supply chain. We will soon be naming 
the facilitator and the review process will be officially launched. 
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CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the buy 
American provisions and the United States country of origin 
labelling provisions have been found by the WTO to discriminate 
against Canadian livestock exports. 


Without question, this protectionist action has cost the Canadian 
livestock industry billions of dollars. 


Just when will the government stand up for Canadians against 
U.S. protectionism? Is the minister now prepared to serve notice to 
the U.S. and demand compensation for Canada's livestock industry? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I do 
not know if the member for Malpeque slept through the whole 
country of origin labelling WTO challenge that we had or not. 


That panel has released an interim report that was very favourable 
to Canada. The Americans are now negotiating with us in good faith 
on a way forward. We are hopeful that we can settle this very quickly 
and continue to move on. 


I hope the member stays awake for the good result we will have. 


KR | 
@ (1455) 


AIR CANADA 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, with 
Canada close to another recession, one would think the government 
would have better things to do than tamper with the rights of 
working people, but that is just what it is doing. 


Air Canada says that it is close to a deal. The union says that it is 
close to a deal. Both sides know it is better for business if a 
collective agreement is reached around the bargaining table. 


If the government is so worried about the economy, why will it not 
leave Canadian workers alone and start focusing on the economy? 


Hon. Lisa Raitt (Minister of Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
exactly what we are doing is focusing on the economy, as the hon. 
member pointed out. We introduced the notice of our intention for 
back to work legislation if the two parties are unable to reach a deal, 
as the member pointed out. I am very optimistic that they are close to 
a deal and I hope that I will have something more to say later on 
today. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
employees have the right to negotiate their collective agreement. 
They have the right to use pressure tactics. It is called a right for a 
reason. Threatening workers with special legislation takes their 
rights away. The economy is not just big business profits; it is also 
workers’ salaries and pensions. 


Will the minister stop interfering in the Air Canada negotiations 
and, instead, encourage the parties to negotiate an agreement that 
will be acceptable to them both? 
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[English] 

Hon. Lisa Raitt (Minister of Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is 
very true that the best deal the parties can get is one that they 
conclude themselves, which is why our officials are still at the table 
sincerely trying to help the two parties find their way to a deal or to a 
process to a deal. 


The reason that we introduced the notice of back to work 
legislation yesterday was to protect the economy and to protect the 
Canadian travelling public, of which 65,000 people could be 
stranded on the first day of a strike. 


We are always considering the needs of the Canadian economy 
but, most important, the Canadian public as well. 


ke % 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Lee Richardson (Calgary Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
today, the IMF again reminded the world that the global economy 
remains turbulent. Now more than ever our government has to stay 
focused on what matters, the economy. 


While our government is focused on just that through our low tax 
plan for jobs and growth, the NDPs' plan would hike taxes on job 
creating businesses by $10 billion a year, killing jobs at the worst 
possible moment. That is the wrong plan for the economy and for 
Canadian jobs. 


Could the Minister of Finance outline why we need to stay the 
course on our plan? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the hon. member for Calgary Centre for that brilliant question 
about the news that we had just today from the IMF. 


Our Conservative government is focused on what matters to 
Canadians, which is economic growth, of course, and the creation of 
jobs. 


The IMF today forecasted Canada would have the strongest 
economic growth in the G7 over the course of the next two years. 


We are faced with turbulence from abroad of course. We are faced 
with a serious situation with respect to sovereign debt in several 
European countries and the banking consequences of that, 
particularly with European banks. We are faced with turbulence 
from outside. 


However, as the IMF said today, we have relatively healthy 
economic fundamentals here in— 


The Speaker: Order, please. I will have to stop the minister again. 


The hon. member for St. Paul's. 


KR ROK 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, yesterday, 
the Walk 4 Justice concluded its cross-country journey to raise 
awareness of the hundreds of aboriginal mothers, aunties, daughters 
and sisters who are missing or have been murdered. 
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The government has failed to provide justice for the victims, 
healing for the families or an end to the violence. 


If the government wants to be tough on crime, then it should call a 
public inquiry. If it wants to prevent violence against women, then it 
should call a public inquiry. 


How many more aboriginal women need to die before the 
government takes this issue as the serious crisis that it is? 


Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Govern- 
ment Services and Minister for Status of Women, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we take this issue very seriously. The fact is that no 
government in the history of this country has stood up for the rights 
of victims more than this government. 


When it comes to aboriginal women in particular, we have been 
working with law enforcement agencies across the country. As the 
member knows, the RCMP now has a new Centre for Missing 
Persons. Law enforcement databases have been updated to 
investigate missing and murdered aboriginal women specifically. 
We are also boosting victims' services across the country, particularly 
in aboriginal communities. 


he eis 
@ (1500) 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Canadian Wheat Board is the largest and most successful grain 
marketing company in the world. We do not dismantle a $6 billion a 
year corporation without significant closing costs. The KPMG is 
actually set at $500 million. 


In this era of high deficits, how can the Conservatives defend 
borrowing $500 million they do not have just to indulge the foolish, 
free market flight of fancy of a feckless Minister of Agriculture? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
getting passed the political hackery, the reality is that Canadians 
gave us a strong mandate on May 2. We continue to move forward 
on an issue on which we campaigned long and hard in some six 
elections in which I have been involved. 


However, I will quote someone who said, “When the government 
is intending to change legislation, I honestly do not see the grounds 
for going to court. The government has the right to change 
legislation”. 


Do members know who said that? It was the member for 
Winnipeg Centre. 


k x *% 


CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS 


Mr. Ron Cannan (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, last week, the U.S. administration proposed the inclusion 
of buy American provisions as part of their draft infrastructure 
funding proposal. 
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Our government moved quickly on the matter, raising concerns 
with the American administration to defend Canadian workers and 
businesses. 


This is what the Canadian Federation of Independent Businesses 
had to say: 


Open bilateral trading arrangements are vital to SMEs on both sides of the border. 
CFIB is pleased to see the Canadian government moving quickly on this matter... 


Would the hard-working Minister of International Trade explain 
why the government is raising such strong concerns with the 
proposed legislation. 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
member for Kelowna—Lake Country for his hard work on the 
international trade committee. He is doing great work there. 


I have raised our concerns regarding the draft buy American 
provisions with Ambassador Jacobson, as well as with Ambassador 
Kirk, and we have triggered formal consultations on the matter. I 
reminded the ambassadors that, if enacted, the proposed restrictions 
would send a negative signal to governments around the world that 
trade restrictions are an acceptable policy choice. They are not. 


Our government will continue to advocate opportunities for 
Canadian workers and businesses alike through free and open trade. 


**R* 
[Translation] 


TRANSPORT 


Ms. Lise St-Denis (Saint-Maurice—Champlain, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, we have communicated repeatedly with the Minister of 
Transport, Infrastructure and Communities regarding commercial 
float planes taking off at Lac-à-la-Tortue and on the Saint-Maurice 
River, but to no avail. The mayor of Shawinigan has also been trying 
for months to reach the minister about this matter. 


What measures does the minister plan to take regarding the illegal 
commercial flights that are causing noise pollution and threatening 
the safety of my constituents? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, such situations come under the authority of local officials. 
People in the community set up anti-noise committees and 
committees to improve the quality of life and the environment. It 
is up to the local people to reach an agreement amongst themselves. 
Various points of view have been put forward, but from a Transport 
Canada perspective, no rules have been broken. It is up to the people 
of the community to come up with solutions. Transport Canada 
officials have already attended meetings. There are many mayors and 
many Canadian municipalities, and we could not possibly speak to 
each of them whenever they like. 


* x *% 


JUSTICE 


Mrs. Maria Mourani (Ahuntsic, BQ): Mr. Speaker, with the 
omnibus bill they introduced today, the Conservatives are clearly 
trying to impose their regressive and ideological vision of justice. 


They want to put more young people in prison, deny offenders who 
have redeemed themselves the pardon they deserve, prevent the 
Justice system from imposing conditional sentences that would allow 
for rehabilitation, and fill Quebec's prisons. 


How can the minister justify not only imposing values on 
Quebeckers that are not their own, but also sticking them with the 
bill to the tune of hundreds of millions of dollars? 


[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our government's mandate from Canadians is to keep our streets and 
communities safe by moving quickly to reintroduce comprehensive 
law and order legislation. 


The government is taking action to protect families, stand up for 
victims and hold criminals accountable. 


I would ask that the member really reconsider whether she thinks 
that those who sexually abuse children should in fact be entitled to a 
pardon. Our government believes that is inappropriate. They are a 
danger to children, and she should be protecting children. 


@ (1505) 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, there have been consultations and I believe if you seek it, 
you would find unanimous consent to revert to presenting reports 
from committees. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. member have the unanimous consent 
to revert to presenting reports from committees? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS 

Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, pursuant to Standing Orders 104 and 114, I have the 
honour to present, in both official languages, the second report of the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and House Affairs regarding the 
membership of committees of the House and I should like to move 


concurrence at this time. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. member have unanimous consent? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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(Motion agreed to) 


XX % 
POINTS OF ORDER 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 


my point of order relates to the conduct of hon. members in question 


period yesterday and today. I regret to raise this, but I am hoping that 
by mentioning it early enough in this fall session, we might 
remember the good intentions when we first met after the election at 
the beginning of this 41st Parliament. 


I would like to remind members of Standing Order 16, which says 
when a member is speaking, no member shall interrupt him or her. I 
also would like to reference Standing Order 18, which says that no 
member shall use offensive words against either the House or any 
member thereof. 


It is not one or two members who have fallen off the wagon, shall 
I say. There has been a collective falling off the wagon. I could 
barely hear the member for Toronto Centre when he was speaking 
and I could barely hear the member for Vancouver East when she 
was speaking. 


I would like your ruling on this, Mr. Speaker. It is a legitimate 
point of order that members must restrain themselves and experience 
the kind of decorum that we once so fervently hoped for in the 
House. 


The Speaker: I thank the hon. member for raising this matter. Of 
course, I always do my best to make sure that members can be heard 
both when they are posing and answering questions and I will 
continue to do that over the next few weeks. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[ Translation] 


PREVENTING HUMAN SMUGGLERS FROM ABUSING 
CANADA’S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-4, An 
Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, the 
Balanced Refugee Reform Act and the Marine Transportation 
Security Act, be read the second time and referred to a committee, 
and of the amendment. 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to join the debate on Bill C-4. We have 
already had the opportunity to discuss this type of bill in the House. 
It was called Bill C-49. What always fascinates me about the 
Conservative government's approach, and not in the best sense of the 
term— 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. I ask that hon. members continue 
their conversations outside the House. We have resumed debate and I 
am having a hard time hearing the hon. member for Richmond— 
Arthabaska, who has the floor. 
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Mr. André Bellavance: Mr. Speaker, thank you for intervening, 
especially after the leader of the Green Party rose on a point of order 
to say that people were heckling and making noise while hon. 
members were making speeches or asking questions. Thank you for 
your intervention. Personally, it does not bother me that much. I am 
used to hearing all that, but I would indeed appreciate it if things 
were a bit quieter. 


I was saying that what fascinates me about the way the 
government introduces bills is the titles. The short title of Bill C-4 
is pure demagoguery. I would even say that introducing a bill to 
attack a given problem is a way of misleading the public. The vast 
majority of Canadians will not read the bill, which is quite natural, 
because they have other things to do besides reading a stack of bills 
as they are not legislators. Nevertheless, they will read some excerpts 
in the media and on the Internet. However, they will not necessarily 
have the entire bill on hand. They often go no further than the title. 
That is why I have often called this government the marketing 
government. The purpose of marketing is to sell a certain product 
and to a certain extent that is what is being done here. The 
government is saying that this is what it wants to do about refugees 
and that the bill will prevent smugglers from abusing Canada's 
immigration system. If a referendum were held, I think everyone 
would agree. Everyone would agree with the short title. However, 
when we read the bill, we see that there is a problem. 


We all remember the last election campaign and a Conservative ad 
— which even targeted the Bloc Québécois—that showed a large, 
listing, rusty vessel like the Titanic, with a lot of people on board. 
The invaders were coming. They waged a campaign of fear about 
various issues, such as the crime rate and refugees, and it was always 
fear of the other that dominated. That has been this government's 
modus operandi since it was elected, both with a minority and with a 
majority. 


The major difference evident since the beginning of the session 
and with the adoption of special bills, particularly in the case of the 
postal strike, is that they are going do to what they want. Naturally, 
we will do everything in our power to make the public aware of what 
the government wants to do when it does not make sense. I believe 
that this bill falls into that category. 


The short title does not really indicate what the bill is about. The 
Bloc Québécois already came out against Bill C-49 when it was 
introduced for the first time in the House. Bill C-49 was the 
predecessor of Bill C-4. 


In fact, while the government says it is cracking down on human 
smugglers, it is instead punishing people fleeing persecution, 
including children. I heard the earlier response given by the Minister 
of Public Safety, who introduced the bill. He keeps saying that we 
need to protect the children. Obviously. None of us got elected by 
saying we did not want to protect children. 
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When people are smuggled into the country, by boat or some other 
means, obviously they often bring their children. At least that is what 
we see in many cases. They are all in the same boat, if you will 
forgive the pun. The Canadian government is going to welcome 
them, but not exactly in the way they imagined. So it is misleading to 
give the bill this title. Lastly, we know very well that real refugees 
will be treated like common criminals. That is what this bill will do. 
The Conservatives are once again using a specific example from 
recent events to advance their law and order agenda, even though the 
measures they are proposing will not change anything at all about the 
specific situation. 


The example given is this: on August 13, 2010, 492 Sri Lankans 
arrived in Canada on board the MV Sun Sea. When all of this hit the 
media, the Conservative government promised to tighten the law in 
order to discourage human smugglers wanting to organize more 
shipments to Canada. When the Tamil immigrants arrived, the 
federal government indicated that the ship's passengers included 
human trafficking criminals and members of the Tamil Tigers, which 
is considered to be a terrorist group under Canadian law. 


@ (1510) 


There is another example. Some of the 76 other Tamils from Sri 
Lanka who arrived on the Ocean Lady in 2009 and claimed refugee 
protection remained behind bars for over six months. None of them 
were recognized as being members of the Tamil Tigers. They were 
finally freed when the government determined that they did not pose 
a threat to national security. 


The Conservatives are doing whatever they want. People's fear is 
allowing the Conservative government to pass almost any bill that 
tightens the rules, and the government is jumping in with both feet. 
We are not against laws that ensure that smugglers are held 
criminally responsible for what they have been doing. These 
individuals do not deserve to be treated like honest people; quite 
the opposite is true. That is not the problem. The problem is that this 
bill will allow the government to completely disregard the rights of 
people who, for the most part, are real refugees and victims of 
persecution. These people often arrive with their children and they 
are put in prison by the military. This is a serious problem. 


The Bloc Québécois opposes any new refugee category that 
would be justified only by the manner in which refugee claimants 
arrive. The fact that some refugee claimants arrive in a group does 
not mean that they are not legitimate refugees. In our opinion, a new 
category that puts even heavier burdens on refugees would be 
prejudicial. Unfortunately, that is what Bill C-4 would do. 


One of the consequences of this bill is that refugee claimants who 
arrive in a group can be automatically imprisoned for a maximum of 
12 months with no possibility of disputing their arrest. One year; that 
is nothing to scoff at. That is called an arbitrary arrest. People arrive 
by boat in a group and, right away, they can be put in prison for a 
period of 12 months and that is it. They do not have any rights. 
Often, these people are penniless and vulnerable. They are not 
familiar with our laws. In many cases, they do not even know the 
language. They managed to escape, to save themselves from 


extremely difficult conditions. Often, they were persecuted in their. 


country. When they arrive, we welcome them by putting them in 
prison. | 
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This is a matter of fundamental human rights and democracy, 
specifically, the right to liberty. 


Not only would this illegal immigration bill violate the Canadian 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms, but it would also violate Canada's 
international obligations under the 1951 Convention relating to the 
Status of Refugees, the International Covenant on Civil and Political 
Rights and the Convention on the Rights of the Child. This bill 
would violate at least three treaties that exist to protect fundamental 
human rights. 


If only for that, we should look carefully at this issue and realize 
that we must revise this bill, which is nothing but smoke and mirrors. 
We believe that the existing legislation, if it were properly enforced, 
is sufficient to deal with the arrival of ships. That is what experts in 
the field already confirmed, when the first Bill C-49 was introduced. 


I do not understand why the bill has returned in the same form, 
with a few minor esthetic changes, when we know very well that it 
poses some very serious problems. That is why we will oppose this 
bill. 


@ (1515) 


Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik— 
Eeyou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would first like to congratulate the 
hon. member for Richmond—Arthabaska on his remarks. I would 
like to know more about the way in which the provisions of this bill 
would infringe on the basic rights of the people who could be 
victimized. Can the hon. member give us some examples of the basic 
rights that would be affected by this bill? 


Mr. André Bellavance: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for 
his very pertinent question. 


I have already mentioned that there are several conventions that 
Canada will quite simply be treating with contempt if this bill is 
passed. The real problem—and this is what I had prepared for the 
continuation of my speech—lies with the countries where the basic 
rights of some people are often violated, leaving them with no choice 
but to leave because their lives and their well-being are in danger. 
This is where a generous foreign policy and generous international 
aid become important, as does the effective promotion to foreign 
governments of respect for international conventions, especially the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. That is the answer to the 
hon. member's question. What is at stake here is nothing less than the 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights. In a quite arbitrary fashion, 
we are going to take people who claim to be refugees—and that 
determination is not to be made the moment they arrive, because it is 
impossible to decide that these people are actually criminals rather 
than refugees—we are going to detain them, put them in prison and 
deprive them of all their basic rights just because they came in a 
group. That is the problem. 


@ (1520) 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to ask the hon. member a question about Canadians’ 
reaction to refugees in Canada. 
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I remember a situation, about 10 years ago, where a refugee ship 
arrived on the coast of Nova Scotia. Many people from the village, 
near the small town of Chester, I believe, went to the shore with hot 
tea and coats in order to help those people who had no clothes and 
no food. That was a truly Canadian response. However, Canadians' 
response to MV Sun Sea was a bit different when the Minister of 
Immigration and the Minister of Justice said that there might be 
terrorists aboard. 


I am a little worried. What is the reaction toward legitimate 
refugees who are going to be detained with their families for one 
year under this bill? How does it reflect the generosity of Canadians? 
I think that is how Canadians would truly respond to young people 
threatened with political sanctions in their countries. 


Mr. André Bellavance: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the 
member for her question. 


Therein lies the problem. We have always said that the values of 
this Conservative government do not reflect Quebeckers' values or, 
in many cases, Canadian values. She gives the example where 
people, the general public, welcomed refugees in a very humane 
way. That is what she described. This is not the image that the 
Government of Canada is going to give to rest of the world with Bill 
C-4. 


I am also reminded of when I was younger and what we called the 
boat people arrived from Vietnam. They were at my school and in 
my class in Victoriaville. They came from Vietnam and integrated. 
They were refugees. I do not think that the solution or the way to 
welcome these people at the time would have been to take them, put 
them in prison because they arrived in a group and immediately and 
arbitrarily regard them as criminals. That is not the way to do things. 
Obviously, we want to avoid having individuals from terrorist or 
criminal groups turning up here and leading others to believe they 
are refugees. This happens in close to 2% of cases. Of course there 
are potential solutions to prevent these kinds of criminal groups from 
entering Canada as much as possible but, most of the time, the 
people who come here really are refugees. And we must welcome 
them. 


[English] 
AIR CANADA 


Hon. Lisa Raitt (Minister of Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
on a point of order. Our government remains focused on Canada's 
economic recovery and the financial security of all Canadians. As 
the House knows, the government received a strong mandate from 
Canadians to complete our recovery. 


Today, I am very pleased to report to all Canadians and to the 
House that just minutes ago Air Canada and the Canadian Union of 
Public Employees, representing the Air Canada flight attendants, 
have signed an agreement in principle to avoid a work stoppage and 
maintain full service for passengers. 


[Translation] 


I would like to congratulate the parties on coming to an agreement 
that safeguards Canada's economic recovery. 
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[English] 


I want to applaud the efforts of the parties in focusing their 
attention to the matter and, of course, our federal mediation-services 
that were instrumental in assisting the parties. Our position on Air 
Canada has been clear: the best agreement is always the one that the 
two parties can reach themselves. 


I strongly encourage the parties to continue to work together so 
the union can secure ratification by the membership. This is an 
agreement that is good for both the employees and the employers 
and, as a result, is good for Canada and all Canadians. 


The objective of the legislation that we put on notice yesterday has 
been achieved and we are so very pleased that air service for 
Canadians will be protected. We remain committed to protecting 
Canadians and to keeping our economy growing, strong and on 
track. 


@ (1525) 


PREVENTING HUMAN SMUGGLERS FROM ABUSING 
CANADA'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-4, An 
Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, the 
Balanced Refugee Reform Act and the Marine Transportation 
Security Act, be read the second time and referred to a committee, 
and of the amendment. 


Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Bill C-4 is described as an act to amend the Immigration and 
Refugee Protection Act to prevent smuggling. However, it does 
nothing of the sort. What it would do is prevent refugees from 
arriving in Canada. 


I think the best way to describe one of the flaws in the bill is to 
look backward, because that is what the Conservatives are doing 
with this bill. They are moving Canada backward. In looking 
backward, what would have happened had the bill been law in the 
past? 


My ancestors arrived in this country from Ireland as refugees of a 
sort. They were religious refugees. They were practising Catholics 
who felt threatened that their religion would not be accepted with the 
British domination of Ireland, so they came to Canada by boat, and 
they paid good money for that. They came under forged documents, 
under the wrong name. They did this because they were desperate to 
leave Ireland. They knew a famine was coming, they knew there was 
a problem and they were desperate. 


Another bunch of my ancestors came from Germany, again by 
boat. They left because of what they felt was religious persecution 
against their Catholic faith. They went to the United States first, 
travelling under the right documents, but they would have been 
detained had they come to Canada because they came by boat in 
large numbers and they paid somebody to bring them here. 
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My most distant relatives from my mother's family coming to 
Canada came to what is now the United States before the Mayflower. 
They came in 1592 or 1594, something like that. While legislation 
might not have been in place, there were certainly native North 
Americans here who, if they behaved the way the Conservatives do, 
would have jailed all my ancestors as they arrived by boat without 
documentation, without permission and they paid good money to get 
here. 


These are but some of the ridiculous examples of what would have 
happened in the past. I say “ridiculous” because that is what this 
legislation is. | 


Much more recent than those occasions, in 1939 a ship containing 
over 900 refugees arrived in North America, looking to find some 
place to put those refugees. Canada turned it away. That ship went 
back to Europe. That ship was the MV Sz. Louis. Some members 
opposite have suggested that it would have been a better thing had 
the Conservative bill now before us been in place at that time as 
Canada would not have sent the ship back. Those refugees would 
have been put in jail instead and they would have been safe. 


However, that is not what the minister said the purpose of the bill 
is. The minister has said that the purpose of the bill is to not allow 
refugees into Canada. The purpose of the bill is to ensure that the 
boats do not leave the country of origin. The purpose of the bill is to 
make it financially unprofitable for the human smugglers to bring 
these people across because they would know they would end up in 
jail. 

If that is the purpose of the bill, then in 1939 the St. Louis would 
never have left Hamburg in the Conservative's view. Instead of 
merely 254 German citizens and Jewish people being exterminated 
as a result of being sent back by Canada, all 937 would have faced 
probable elimination in the concentration camps in Europe. I know 
that seems rather extreme, but I am trying to give the bill a historical 
perspective. 


@ (1530) 


We cannot and should not build our laws in this country on the 
basis of a knee-jerk reaction to a couple of boats arriving on the west 
coast that someone, somewhere, declared might have criminals on 
them. We should not build our systems in a reactionary way, rather 
than looking at the overall problem. 


The overall problem is that there are too many people on this 
planet who are refugees, who need a place to go, who need to find a 
home. Canada should be welcoming those people. We should not be 
asking those boats to stay home. We should not be trying to prevent 
those people from coming to Canada in the first place, which is what 
the minister admitted was really the purpose of the bill. 


It is somewhat hypocritical of the government to suggest that it 
welcomes immigrants, that it welcomes immigration. It welcomed 
them during the last election campaign, touting a Conservative 
government to the immigrant community as a good thing for them. 
Many of those people the government was wooing are in fact 
refugees. 


Now that we know the Conservatives' real agenda, which is to 
prevent refugees arriving in Canada, to prevent the necessary 
acceptance of people whose countries are so war-torn or so 
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undemocratic that they absolutely need a place to go, it is wrong. 
If we are trying to prevent those people coming here, it is wrong. It is 
SO wrong. 


I agree with the notion that we should attempt to stop the potential 
profiteering off the plight of people in very poor and war-torn 
situations. However, this is not the way to do it. This will not arrest a 
single smuggler; it will not deal with that problem at all. All it will 
do is to prevent people who should be allowed to come to Canada 
from coming to Canada. That is not what I believe. 


I do not believe the Conservative government or this House 
believes that. I believe that we all think that Canada is a great place, 
a place that should be accepting of as many citizens of the world 
who want to come here, who can supply us with great labour and 
resources and their intelligence and world views. We should be 
accepting of that. To do otherwise, to prevent it and try to restrict it, 
is wrong-headed. 


The specifics of the bill are so wrong that Canada will fly in the 
face of the convention that it signed at the UN. We signed the UN 
Convention relating to the Status of Refugees. We are bound by it 
and yet are doing exactly what it says we should not do: 


The Contracting States— 


—that is us— 


—shall not impose penalties, on account of their illegal entry or presence, on 
refugees who, coming directly from a territory where their life or freedom was 
threatened in the sense of article 1, enter or are present in their territory without 
authorization, provided they present themselves without delay to the authorities 
and show good cause for their illegal entry or presence. 


We should not be violating our commitments to the United 
Nations. Whether commitments to Libya or to the Convention 
relating to the Status of Refugees, we must not do that. We must give 
a strong and convincing signal to the world and Canadians that 
Canada is an accepting place, that Canada is a place where there are 
not two statuses of citizens, citizens who came by boat, as my 
ancestors all did, and citizens who came by plane. 


Now that Air Canada is back, they will be able to come by plane 
in greater numbers. However, we should not be restricting refugees. 
The legislation is wrong-headed if its intent is to stop the flow of 
refugees coming to Canada. 


@ (1535) 


Mr. Jim Hillyer (Lethbridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the opposition 
does not have a monopoly on friends and family who came to 
Canada under extremely difficult circumstances. My mother also 
came to Canada by boat after her family had escaped Germany, 
dodging dogs and bullets all the way. 


The opposition knows that we Conservatives do not maliciously 
intend to target innocent refugees. This bill is designed to protect 
these refugees from being duped into the most dire and dangerous of 
circumstances. 
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We ask the opposition to call a spade a spade and recognize that 
Conservatives are not cold-hearted people who hate refugees and 
want to throw them away into worse circumstances. When refugees 
first arrive, they are certainly held in better conditions than on the 
boat they arrived in. It is just a matter of finding out who is who and 
making sure that the good guys get in and the bad guys do not. 


Could the hon. member comment on that? 


Mr. Mike Sullivan: Mr. Speaker, I agree that we do not have a 
monopoly on immigration in this country. Everyone here, with the 
exception of a handful of native North Americans who are here, is an 
immigrant to this country in some way. 


I would just ask the member to consider how he and his mother 
would have felt if, upon her arrival in Canada on that boat, she had 
immediately been put in prison as the result of arriving by boat, 
which is what this Conservative document would do. For people 
arriving by boat, particularly a lot of people arriving at the same time 
and who have paid a lot of money to come, it quite likely means 
prison 

Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
bill under consideration is in violation of article 31 of the United 
Nations Convention relating to the Status of Refugees that our 
country has signed. It is something that good members of the global 
community would want to pay attention to. 


Could the hon. member tell us how passing this bill will affect the 
status of Canada in the world community? 


Mr. Mike Sullivan: Mr. Speaker, clearly, when we are a signatory 
to a declaration at the UN, the other signatory countries expect 
Canada to live up to its obligations. They expect Canada to live up to 
what it has signed. 


If we pass a law that flies in the face of that law, we will not have 
the same image to the rest of the world. We will lose credence. We 
will lose respectability and, when it comes to future declarations, we 
will lose the trust of those other countries. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Eve Péclet (La Pointe-de-l'Île, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
congratulate the hon. member on his speech. 


I would like him to comment on the fact that the Conservatives are 
trying to bypass the impartial and democratic processes that Canada 
has previously put in place. There is a refugee board and a 
commission to hear these kinds of applications. Those institutions 
are democratic and impartial. The fact that the government is trying 
to put all the power into the hands of the minister is a grave affront to 
the impartiality and the democratic nature of the institutions already 
in place in Canada. I would like him to comment on that. 


[English] 
Mr. Mike Sullivan: Mr. Speaker, how true that is. When there are 
laws in place that do exactly what the Conservative government says 


is needed, then one has to ask the question, why this? What is the 
purpose of this law? Is it really to do something about smugglers? 


No, it is about preventing refugees from coming to Canada. That 
is what this law is ultimately to do, and the minister has admitted it. 
There are plenty of laws and regulations on the books determining 
what a refugee really is, and to determine whether the person has 
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arrived here with documentation or not and whether or not they 
should remain in Canada. 


Those laws are already there. This legislation goes way beyond 
that. 


® (1540) 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Sadia Groguhé (Saint-Lambert, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
time that I have just spent in my riding of Saint-Lambert has allowed 
me to gauge the extent to which the legislation that we pass in this 
assembly and the regulations made by the governments, may, for 
some groups of people, have devastating consequences that we had 
not thought of at the outset. I have met fathers and mothers who have 
to live apart from their children and their spouse for ever because of 
one section in the regulations to the Immigration Act that creates a 
category of family members who cannot be sponsored. These tragic - 
situations have allowed me to become more aware of the heavy 
responsibilities we have when we pass legislation. The future for 
hundreds, maybe thousands, of people may be irrevocably affected. 


Canadians expect us to enact legislation that protects them and 
everyone living in Canada, whatever their status, and that does not 
violate their rights and freedoms. We must always keep in mind that 
our duty is to put in place laws that are just and fair for all. Laws that 
reflect, not only our most sacred values, but also the obligations that 
we have undertaken through the treaties we have signed. 


In reaction to the illegal arrival of many foreign nationals who 
used the services of corrupt smugglers to abuse our immigration 
system, the government has introduced in Parliament new legislative 
measures meant to prevent other smugglers from facilitating such 
arrivals. The objective behind the government's initiative is 
definitely legitimate. Indeed, large-scale, random arrivals of 
individuals could dangerously compromise the safety of Canadians 
and could give rise to illegal human trafficking. 


Unfortunately, the fact is that while the safety of Canadians 
remains a great priority, the government did not choose the right way 
to achieve that goal. Regarding our international obligations under 
human rights conventions signed by Canada, specifically, the 
Geneva convention of July 28, 1951, relating to the status of 
refugees, Bill C-4 is nothing short of disastrous because it 
completely misses the mark. Instead of targeting smugglers, the bill 
targets mainly asylum seekers, whether legitimate or not, as pointed 
out by the Canadian Bar Association. 


The real challenge facing our democracy as a result of these large- 
scale and unpredictable arrivals “calls for...an effective response...in 
a way that appropriately recognizes the fundamental values of the 
rule of law” as stated by the Supreme Court, and the values that 
Canadians hold dear. The Supreme Court reminds us once again that, 
“In a democracy, not every response is available to meet the 
challenge of terrorism” or that, in relation to the bill before us today, 
the illegal arrival of foreign nationals does not give us the right to 
create discriminatory laws that destroy freedom and go against our 
international obligations. 
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Bill C-4 violates the rights of refugees and asylum seekers. It 
unduly penalizes refugees, asylum seekers and children. Our main 
concern has to do with the especially repressive slant the government 
is trying to introduce in a bill whose ultimate goal should be 
protection. Presented as an effective legislative measure against 
potential smugglers who might try to engage in human trafficking, 
Bill C-4 unfortunately contains very little to target smugglers 
directly. Most of the provisions in this bill punish not smugglers, but 
rather asylum seekers and refugees. 


This bill disregards many of the rights that are guaranteed by the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and by international 
conventions that Canada signed, in particular, the Convention 
relating to the Status of Refugees, which was signed on July 28, 
1951. With regard to this Convention, the bill creates two categories 
of refugees: refugees who are designated by their method of arrival 
and other refugees. The first category of refugees will not be treated 
as well as the others. In this regard, the bill introduces a double 
standard for victims of persecution who are seeking protection in 
Canada. 


In other words, Bill C-4 is discriminatory in that it treats victims 
of persecution differently. And yet, according to the spirit of the 
1951 Geneva Convention relating to the Status of Refugees, we 
should not question how refugees escaped the persecution they faced 
in their home country. In the face of persecution, there is no good or 
bad way to escape. ; 


The right to equal access to justice is a fundamental right. 
Unfortunately, the government is in the process of destroying this 
principle through Bill C-4, which it introduced to the House on the 
pretext of preventing smugglers from abusing our immigration 
system when its unspoken objective is actually to go after refugees 
and asylum seekers. 


@ (1545) 


“Designated foreign nationals” cannot even appeal an unfavour- 
able decision to the Refugee Appeal Division of the Immigration and 
Refugee Board of Canada. The most serious criminals have full 
recourse but not the victims of persecution who are seeking to escape 
their tormentors. 


If parliamentarians are asked to accept unfair laws, it will destroy 
the basis of our democracy. 


Similarly, we cannot understand why designated foreign nationals 
must be deprived of the right to apply for permanent residence, why 
they must be automatically detained and why the government needs 
to add more reasons for detaining refugees. 


I would like to end my speech by drawing the House's attention to 
the negative effects that Bill C-4 will have on the rights of the child. 


In all cultures, the family is considered to be the mother cell of 
society. That is why one of the objectives that this Parliament 
assigned to the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act is that of 
facilitating family reunification. 


By depriving some refugees of the right to apply for permanent 
residence for five years, Bill C-4 makes family reunification more 
difficult. 
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In particular it makes it harder for children to be reunited with 
their parents when they are designated foreign nationals; that is a 
clear infringement of the right to a family environment that is 
guaranteed by the Convention on the Rights of the Child, to which 
Canada is a signatory. 


Finally, Bill C-4 deprives designated foreign nationals, including 
children, of the possibility of applying for permanent residence for 
five years, even after the designated foreign nationals have been 
granted refugee status. But an application for permanent residence is 
the only way in which the best interests of the child can be evaluated. 


If Bill C-4 is passed, it will give the government a tool that it will 
use to expel children from Canada with no due consideration of their 
interests. That is contrary to the Convention on the Rights of the 
Child, to which our country is a signatory. 


In a word, the bill targets refugees and refugee claimants instead 
of smugglers. It should be withdrawn because it is unfair. 


The NDP is not alone in opposing it. When 88 major 
organizations all across Canada come out against a bill, when our 
legal experts in the Canadian Bar Association are opposed to a bill 
and lay out the grounds for their opposition, the government should 
pay attention rather than claim that everyone else is wrong. The 
objections that are ringing out all over Canada should be taken into 
consideration. 


[English] 
Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague for her very eloquent 


speech, which was obviously fueled by a great deal of passion on 
this topic. 


I wonder if she could say a bit more about her views on this bill's 
effects on family reunification and the impacts it would have on 
refugees who are settled in Canada. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Sadia Groguhé: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for that 
question. 


The repercussions are enormous and truly dramatic. Husbands and 
wives who come here as refugees will not be able to reunite their 
families. That is something completely inhumane and contrary to our 
conventions. The repercussions really go beyond what this kind of 
legislation can impose. 


Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to know what the hon. member thinks about what the 
Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism was 
saying yesterday. He said that the purpose of this bill was to 
influence the economic decision of prospective refugees abroad. 


Mrs. Sadia Groguhé: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for 
his question. 


In terms of the economic aspect and potential deterrence, I do not 
think there is an impact at all. Refugees who pay smugglers a fortune 
to come here are fleeing their homelands because they have very 
good reasons and they are fighting for their lives. They do not leave 
because of a mere economic need. In my view, it has to do with 
survival, not only economic considerations. 
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Mr. Alain Giguére (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
could the hon. member explain how this bill will actually penalize 
the kingpins of human smuggling networks? I took a close look at 
every Clause of this bill, and I could not find anything guaranteeing 
that those people would be arrested and punished. 


Mrs. Sadia Groguhé: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
colleague for his question. As I mentioned in my speech, it is the 
refugees, the asylum seekers, who are essentially being targeted. 
This bill has no impact at all on the smugglers, who are the 
criminals. This bill changes the status of refugees to that of 
criminals, but the smugglers are not going to be terribly concerned 
about this new bill. 


[English] 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon (Mississauga East—Cooksville, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I am shocked that there is an assumption that the bill 
would somehow affect family reunification. | came to this country 
by plane, not by boat, and I did not have to use smugglers to be 
reunited with my family. We have a great system here, a system that 
works and is legal. I do not know of a single case in which a person 
who has arrived in Canada and has been granted status has had to use 
smugglers to be reunited with his or her family. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Sadia Groguhé: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the 
member opposite for his question. We are not questioning the 
refugee status. There are conventions and they must be applied, since 
they are international. In addition to the fact that a refugee is 
imprisoned for anywhere from one to five years, he or she is not 
allowed to apply for permanent residence, thus removing any 
possibility to submit a request for family reunification. 


Mr. Dan Harris (Scarborough Southwest, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
it is a privilege to rise today after the passionate speeches of my dear 
colleagues on this side of the House, especially the members for 
Scarborough—Rouge River and La Pointe-de-l'Île. I am certain that 
my fellow Canadians thank them as well. 


I am also a member for Scarborough, and I can say that half of my 
constituents were born somewhere other than Canada. If this kind of 
legislation had existed in the past, there would be a lot of people 
missing from my riding, as well as some members missing from the 
House, for example, the member for York South—Weston. The 
government is lacking a little common sense in introducing this bill. 


[English] 


I am saddened to see our Conservative colleagues from 
Scarborough also supporting this legislation that will negatively 
affect the families of their constituents. We would encourage them to 
join the rest of Scarborough in opposing this bad bill. 


The bill is deeply unfair to refugees. It fails to honour the 
obligations under both Canadian and international law. It deprives 
individual cases of the independent review that justice requires. 
Furthermore, it will create massive costs in unnecessary detention. If 
it passes, this bill would prove to be unsuccessful in preventing 
human smuggling. We have seen time and again that more laws do 
little to prevent crimes like this from happening. We cannot solve a 
problem merely by addressing the effect and ignoring the cause. This 
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bill ignores the underlying problem that we face a global refugee 
crisis. 


I would like to draw attention to the fact that the title of this bill is 
gravely misleading, as it would do more to punish refugees than to 
punish smugglers. It is wildly unfair to label the refugee crisis as a 
threat to the safety of Canadians. Canadians are being asked to trade 
the liberties of people seeking refuge in exchange for the protection 
of Canadian safety from a perceived threat that has no basis. 


We must act within our power to stop illegal human smuggling. 
Yes, profiting from human trafficking of vulnerable refugees is 
exceptionally immoral and we want to do everything we can to deter 
that from happening, but let us find ways of targeting those who are 
committing the crime rather than the victims. Refugees do not pose a 
threat to Canadian public safety. This is just another example of the 
Conservatives’ scare tactics and fearmongering. 


The Conservatives are trying to sell this bill as if accepting and 
aiding refugees is a threat to Canadians. It's that “with us or against 
us”, that “us or them” mentality. These tactics are hostile, 
irresponsible and dangerous. They have no place in the government 
of Canada, but we know it is how the Harper government works. 


Bill C-4 requires mandatory detention of designated persons 
without independent review— 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): As a reminder, the 
member may know that the use of the surname or name of other hon. 
members in the House is to be avoided in the course of our speeches. 


The hon. member for Scarborough Southwest. 


Mr. Dan Harris: My apologies, Mr. Speaker. I will say the Prime 
Minister's government. 


Bill C-4 would require the mandatory detention of designated 
persons without independent review. This is arbitrary detention, 
which is contrary to the charter and international law. Mandatory 
minimum sentences and harsher penalties will not deter smugglers. 
As of this time, under the Immigration and Refugee Act, smuggling 
can already be punishable by life imprisonment. This is just another 
blow to our independent judiciary and its discretion. 


Furthermore, refugees know little or nothing about this country 
other than its reputation for acceptance and generosity. They are 
fleeing for their lives and the lives and safety of their families. They 
know nothing of our laws and we want to punish them for that. 
Among those detained will be children. It is 2011 and we here in 
Canada are talking about detaining children. There is something 
absolutely reprehensible and wrong about that fact. 
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This bill would also provide for mandatory conditions to be 


imposed on release for persons indefinitely detained beyond 12 
months without the possibility of release if the minister is of the 
opinion that their identities have not been established. Both of those 
additional measures would deprive persons of liberty without the 
opportunity for an independent tribunal to review whether they are 
necessary in the individual case or not, again contrary to the charter 
and international law. 


We heard members speak earlier about Australia, which has had 
similar policies to lock up refugee claimants in the past at length and 
to deny them permanent status even when granted refugee status in 
an effort to stop refugees coming by boat. These policies resulted in 
refugees, including many children, being traumatized by their 
experiences in detention. The Australian Human Rights Commis- 
sion, an organization created by parliament, conducted a national 
inquiry into children in immigration detention and found that 
children in Australian immigration detention centres had suffered 
numerous and repeated breaches of their human rights. 


Far from deterring people, depriving refugees of the right to 
family reunification caused a situation where people arrived by boat 
and then later their families, spouses and children arrived by more 
boats. This, in fact, created a market for more human smuggling, and 
this is the path that the government is taking. 


The Australian public was deeply divided, with many previously 
unengaged citizens joining grassroots networks to protest their 
country's inhumane treatment of refugees. Luckily, in the past three 
years Australia has been moving away from the policies of detention 
and temporary status for refugees. However, here in Canada we 
apparently like to repeat others' mistakes. 


Arbitrary detention is also prohibited by international law, notably 
by the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. 
Furthermore, this bill would deny designated persons the right to 
appeal a negative refugee decision to the Immigration and Refugee 
Board's Refugee Appeal Division. An appeal is a fundamental right 
and safeguard in refugee decision making, where a person's life and 
liberty may be at stake. By eliminating the opportunity to correct 
errors at this first level, the bill would put Canada at risk of violating 
its most fundamental obligation toward refugees, which is not to 
send them back to persecution. 
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Mr. Robert Goguen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Justice, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I was interested to hear the hon. 
member mention the term “fearmongering”. I have been listening 
intently all afternoon to the comments from the opposition side and I 
have heard nothing, frankly, but fearmongering, allegations of 
breaches of the Constitution, the charter of rights and international 
treaties. Every law, of course, is subject to interpretation. It is clear 
what the interpretation of the opposition is. 


On this side of the House, our interpretation is that this law 
respects in every sense the charter of rights. It is within the 
democratic society that we know and the democratic society that we 
know is the very reason so many immigrants want to come to 
Canada, as our forefathers all did. 


Mr. Dan Harris: Mr. Speaker, I am not sure I heard a question but 
it brings a question to my mind. We have a great country that has 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 20, 2011 


been very accepting of immigrants and refugees over many years. 
Why is the government seeking to change that? 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
found the prior question interesting. The member made reference to 
the whole idea of fearmongering. I would look to my colleague from 
the New Democrats to provide a comment. 


When the Prime Minister of Canada stands on the back of a boat 
called Ocean Lady to try to raise the profile and then label refugees 
as being questionable in terms of arriving in Canada, potentially 
implying that there are terrorists and others on board that boat, would 
the member who has spoken to the bill acknowledge that as being a 
part of fearmongering? 


Mr. Dan Harris: Mr. Speaker, I would say that makes part of the 
government's plan with respect to fearmongering. 


With that ship and with others, it has affected several constituents 
in my riding as it is a riding with one of the largest Tamil populations 
in Canada. 


Just des inquiétudes that has been created by the previous 
incarnation of this bill in that community has led to people being 
afraid as to whether their families will eventually be able to come 
here. It has led to a situation where some are now going to the 
ministry. Tamils from Sri Lanka are being told by the minister and by 
the minister's office that it is actually safe to go back to Sri Lanka 
even though we still have no international eyes on the ground. This 
is just part of a bigger plan to lower immigration to Canada. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I think the people in 
Scarborough Southwest, the people in Ajax—Pickering and the 
people in many ridings across this country would be surprised and 
disappointed to know that human smugglers have an advocate in the 
member for Scarborough Southwest. 


There is no question that immigrants to this country, including 
recent immigrants, want our immigration policy to be based on rules. 
They want us to legislate for a modern age. We take exception to the 
member's claim that these issues cannot be resolved, that the 
situation cannot be improved by legislation. It can. 


I would like the member to simply acknowledge a single fact. Will 
he acknowledge that, under this Prime Minister's government, 
immigration levels to Canada and the arrival of refugees in Canada 
have achieved historic highs? 
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Mr. Dan Harris: What I definitely do not appreciate, Mr. 
Speaker, is being accused of being a booster for human smuggling. 
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What I would like to throw back at the government concerns why 
people in my riding are waiting two and three years right now to be 
reunified with loved ones when they did arrive legally. Why are they 
not receiving the immigration and settlement services that they 
deserve? Why are organizations like the South Asian Women's 
Rights Organization running immigration settlement services out of 
an apartment because it cannot get funding from the government? 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to have the opportunity to speak to the bill today and to 
participate in this very important and serious debate. 


I am new to this chamber, like many of my colleagues, but I am 
not new to the notion of justice and fairness. I do not see much of 
that in the bill. The bill is yet another clear indication that the 
government does not make public policy based on facts and 
evidence but instead on ideology, an ideology that is regressive in 
the case of the bill, public policy that is punitive and unnecessarily 
SO. 


I read the bill line by line, section by section. It comprises 37 
sections, 23 of which are directed at persons seeking asylum and the 
limitation of their rights. How can it fairly be said that this is about 
human smugglers? The bill is not so much about seeking to punish 
human smugglers, but rather it is about denying rights to refugee 
claimants and treating them, not as criminals, but as worse than 
criminals, which | will expand upon later in my remarks. 


How did we arrive at the point where the government is putting 
through such an ill-considered law? In August 2010, as we have 
heard, a cargo ship landed on our shores with close to 500 Tamils. It 
was a shocking situation to many of us. Were they safe? Were they 
hungry? Did they suffer ill effects from the journey and the 
conditions in which they were travelling? These people were seeking 
a better life. I believe they thought Canada was a place of peace, a 
place of hope, a place where they could make a better life and a place 
where they could escape whatever injustice and persecution they had 
encountered earlier in their life. They had the hope that Canada 
would be a place of refuge. 


I agree with those who say that we should be very vigilant about 
our security. None of us want a system where people who pose a 
threat are seeking an opportunity to do harm to Canada. I think we 
all agree on that. With respect to refugee claimants, we all know that 
there are some who come here who are not legitimate. However, the 
government seems incapable of acknowledging that there is a 
rigorous process, that those who do not meet the standards that are 
required under the law are sent back. 


I would also suggest that, like any law, we need to periodically 
review and assess current legislation to see if it still works and to 
make improvements where necessary. That is our job as parliamen- 
tarians. 


However, one would think, by listening to the Conservatives, that 
the country is being overrun by illegals. In the case of the Tamil 
refugees two summers ago, it seems that the Conservatives could 
hardly wait to gain some political advantage from the situation. It 
was a human tragedy made into political theatre, a race to the 
bottom. 
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I reject the idea that because we hold a different opinion on the bill 
it automatically means that we are soft on crime or we somehow do 
not care about public security. That is nonsense. As was so aptly 
stated in this chamber on an earlier occasion, when the only 
implement we have in our toolbox is a sledgehammer, everything 
starts to look like a rock. 


There was no nuance, no compromise, no dialogue, no 
amendments, no costing and no acknowledgement that the issue 
was complex, nothing. Solutions are easy and simple. For the 


. Conservatives it is all or nothing, the world is in black and white. 


That is not the reality. That is not the world in which we live. 
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The vast majority of refugee claims are legitimate. Men, women 
and children come here hoping for a life that is better. than the one 
they had, so much so that they are prepared to risk all, and yes, even 
to pay smugglers for the opportunity for a better life. Why? For 
many people around the world, Canada is a place of hope and peace, 
but that will change under the Conservative government. 


Smugglers should be confronted with the full force of the law, and 
we on this side are prepared to support legislation that does that. 
Again, the first nine and one-half pages of this bill only speak to 
denial of the rights of refugees. It only speaks to denial of the rights 
of victims. This bill is not so much about smugglers; at its core it is 
about punishing individuals who seek refugee status. 


International law is clear: it is not a crime to seek asylum. It seems 
the Conservatives wish to send the message that even if an individual 
has a legitimate claim, he or she cannot expect to be treated with the 
human dignity that should be afforded to all people but instead are 
treated as a criminal first, in fact worse than a criminal. 


In this country suspected criminals have a right to appeal. 
Suspected criminals have a right to be protected from arbitrary 
detention. Suspected criminals are assessed on the basis of 
reasonable and probable grounds based on belief. The lower 
threshold that is being applied to asylum seekers in this bill is 
reasonable and probable grounds based on suspicion. The refugees 
are treated as less than suspected criminals. 


It also gives rise as to whether this bill is constitutional, which is 
what I will focus on. I do not believe, nor does anyone on this side 
believe, that this bill will withstand a charter challenge. Certainly the 
Canadian Bar Association does not believe it. Certainly the former 
chair of the Immigration.and Refugee Board does not believe it. I 
believe that the Supreme Court of Canada, as soon as it gets the 
chance, will strike this bill down. 


This bill calls for mandatory detention for a year. In 2007 the 
Supreme Court of Canada struck down a law that called for 
mandatory detention of 120 days under a security certificate. This is 
three times worse than a law that has already been found to be 
unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of Canada and yet the 
Conservatives plow on. 
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Canadians should know that the Conservative government has 
already decided that amendments will not be considered. Let us think 
about that. Let us consider the obvious problems this punitive 
measure has when judged against the charter. Does this proposal 
from the Conservatives in any way sound like the Canada we know? 
Is there not anyone over there on the Conservative benches who can 
see the clear violation of sections 9 and 10 of the charter? 


Let me close by saying that I have no doubt the government will 
get its way and that this bill will be rammed through the House. That 
does not make it right. That is regrettable. 


We who believe in the charter, we who believe that people should 
be treated fairly cannot support this legislation. It fails the test of the 
charter. It fails the test of fairness. It fails the test of justice. It fails 
Canadians. We will not support this bill. 
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Mr. Jim Hillyer (Lethbridge, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I agree with 
the member that the world is not black and white. 


Most refugees are innocent, but not all. Would the member agree 
that we need to know who is who before we let them out on the 
streets? We all want to give relief to those who endure the atrocious 
situations that smuggled humans endure, but is it not more 
compassionate to create legislation that would prevent them from 
getting into those atrocious situations in the first place? 


Mr. Sean Casey: Mr. Speaker, I agree with my friend that that is a 
laudable objective, but the legislation misses the mark. 


The legislation, instead of offering a hand of compassion to 
refugees, says to them, “Welcome to Canada. Now we are going lock 
you up. We may or may not be back in 12 months.” 


That is what this legislation does. It is unconstitutional. It shows a 
level of compassion that Canadians are not comfortable with. There 
is no way the legislation can be supported. It targets the victims. 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, one thing 
is being overlooked in some respects, although it has been raised in 
the dialogue, and it is an important issue. More Canadians are going 
to ask who will pay for this. Where are the economic resources going 
to come from to lock people up and warehouse them potentially for a 
year? We saw the situation with the Tamil refugees and it was 
hundreds of people. That cost is borne by the taxpayer. 


Instead of putting our heads in the sand what we should be doing 
is processing people expeditiously to find out whether or not they 
can be immigrants to this country. The sooner we do that the sooner 
they will be contributing to the Canadian economy, paying into the 
pension system, the tax system, and being successful members of 
society. 


I ask the member to think about those economic consequences. 


Mr. Sean Casey: Mr. Speaker, it struck me in the course of 
preparing my remarks that when people come through the door of 
my constituency office in Charlottetown, they want to talk about 
jobs. They want to talk about the fact that the economic situation on 
Prince Edward Island and in Canada is such that they cannot find 
work. They want to talk about the fact that the EI claims processing 
centre in Prince Edward Island is closing and we will be the only one 
without one. They want to talk about economic issues, and yet we 


have a government that is focused on expending our scarce resources 
on minimum mandatory sentencing and on locking up people who 
seek asylum. It is misguided. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I appreciate the fact that the member has read the bill very carefully. 
We have been assuming in much of this that the bill is only directed 
to people arriving by ship. That seems to be an assumption. 
However, it has also been the case that we have heard the minister of 
immigration suggest that, if he so chooses, he will be able to 
designate other refugees arriving by other means as an irregular 
arrival of a group. We do not know what a group is. We do not know 
if it is a family, a couple, or 10 people. It is very uncertain. However, 
it does appear to be the case that other modes of arrival can be 
treated as irregular, at the discretion of the minister. 


I wonder if the hon. member has any comments on that aspect of 
the uncertainty created by the bill. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the hon. 
member's reading of the bill is the same as mine. There are 
provisions within the bill which allow for the arrest of a ship, but 
irregular entrants to Canada are not defined solely on their mode of 
arrival. They are defined on the basis of the number. Two people or 
more could be found to be irregular entrants by any means. 


That is another problem with the bill. As I have said, if all one has 
in one's toolbox is a sledgehammer, everything looks like a rock. It is 
over-reaching. 


@ (1620) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP) 
Mr. Speaker, the Conservative government is very proud of the 
gains it made in the May election. It says that it received a clear 
mandate from Canadians to fight crimes like trafficking in refugees. 
In fact, I feel that they sent Canadians a message of deceit. In 
Quebec, they decided to mount a campaign of fear in order to 
convince voters that refugees are a threat to our country's security. I 
was very sad when I saw a number of advertisements that tried to 
make Canadians afraid of refugees. 


Today, I am trying to make it clear who these refugees are. This 
government is too wrapped up in its success to understand the 
refugees' real story. They are women, children, the elderly, victims of 
civil war, rape and natural disasters. These refugees are not criminals 
and it is a disgrace that this government is making them out to be 
criminals. 


The real criminals did not appear in the Conservatives’ 
advertisements and they are not among those who will be detained 
under this bill. This government is deceiving Canadians in order to 
get an unfair bill passed. Bill C-4 will create problems, it will not put 
a stop to the problem of smuggling. The greatest problem with this 
bill is that it was introduced to solve the problem of smuggling, but it 
will really do little to solve it. 
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Instead, this bill attacks the victims. It will allow the authorities to 
detain refugees for up to a year. That means that all refugees who 
arrive in Canada by irregular means, be they children, women, 
victims of rape or civil war, will automatically be detained. It should 
also be added that the definition of the term “irregular arrival“ is too 
vague. 


I repeat: this government wants to detain children who have 
probably already undergone horrific experiences to an extent I 
cannot even imagine. Does this government understand the effect 
that a year in a detention centre could have on a child? Is the 
government ready to take responsibility for that? It appears so. 


Based on the speeches I heard yesterday, the government is 
claiming it wants to protect refugees from things like leaky boats and 
immigration fees that are too high. If it really wanted to protect 
refugees, it would never pass a bill that would put children in prison 
and discourage refugees from escaping to a safe country like ours. 


So I find it ironic that the government is ready to invest resources 
and money to help people in war-torn countries, yet it is not ready to 
accept and help refugees from those very same countries. I have 
already pointed out some of the problems with the bill, but there are 
also others. 


This bill is going to divide refugees into two categories: “normal” 
refugees and refugees with an “irregular arrival”. This division 
contravenes section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms, since the two refugee categories are not going to be equal 
before and under the law. We have a government that introduces 
unconstitutional bills, without due consideration. What a disgrace. 


Another measure that not only attacks smuggling victims, but also 
all refugees, provides that all refugees have to wait five years before 
they can apply for permanent residence. Instead of penalizing the 
smugglers, this government is going to take away the rights of 
refugees to bring their families here or even to have their families 
visit. Picture a two-year-old who will not be seeing his or her parents 
for five years. It seems that that is what the government would like to 
see with this bill. 


The Minister of Immigration explained yesterday that the 
government is trying to address the smuggling issue with this bill. 
He said that it is wrong that victims of conflict in unsafe countries 
have to pay thousands of dollars to escape. 
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If this government truly wanted to correct the situation, it would 
consider other options such as improving the bill previously passed 
in the House or focusing its efforts on attacking those who are 
creating the problem, namely the smugglers themselves and not the 
victims. But this bill could potentially increase the number of illegal 
refugees, since refugees will no longer have the right to bring their 
family here in a legal manner. It should be noted that this is what 
happened in Australia. 


I have underscored the many negative aspects of this bill, as my 
colleagues have over the past couple of days. It is time for the 
government to stop playing political games with this bill and start 
considering alternatives that will provide real solutions to the 
problem of smugglers without penalizing the victims. 
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We are lucky to live in a democratic country where we do not live 
in fear. What sort of example will we be setting for the international 
community if our country welcomes refugees by taking away their 
fundamental rights and freedoms? Our welcome should not cost 
them a year in a detention centre. 


[English] 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am glad 
my colleague finished with an interesting point with regard to the 
detainment for a year. I would like to get her perspective on 
something I have been thinking about during this process. In the 
detainments we have seen with Sri Lanka, we will have the families 
that are detained. 


Those detained families are going to have experiences that are not 
going to be very positive. If they are going to be pushed back into 
Canadian society or later become immigrants, or if they are sent back 
abroad, what are the government's responsibilities going to be? Then 
there are the costs of meeting those responsibilities, as people are 
potentially going to be locked up for a year. We are not talking about 
a couple of nights here and there. 


We are talking about legislation that identifies that the government 
would have the right to keep large numbers of people in place for a 
full year. There is going to be a processing time for that, but 
obviously the government has decided it is more important to have 
large numbers of people locked up than it is to try to process 
refugees more quickly so that they could either move on to their 
Canadian citizenship application or, alternatively, be sent back home. 


I would ask for my colleague's comments on that aspect. 
[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. 
member for his question. 


It is true that staying in a detention centre for a year can have a 
very negative impact. Detainment can cause psychological problems. 
I hope the government will be prepared to take responsibility for 
that. When these people get permanent resident status, they will 
come back into our society. We want them to be happy with our 
society, to prosper and to contribute to the economy. Staying in a 
detention centre for a year is going to hurt the refugees’ ability to 
integrate into our society when they obtain permanent resident 
Status. | 


[English] 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon (Mississauga East—Cooksville, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, victims of conflicts or natural disasters are helped by 
international relief organizations such as the United Nations. Canada 
is fulfilling its obligations as a member of the international 
community and accepts a high number of refugees every year. 


Does the hon. member suggest that our country should have no 
limits on the number of refugees coming here every year? 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. 
member for his question. That being said, that is not the point. It is 
not a question of numbers. We live in a democratic country. If people 
are prepared to flee by ship—and perhaps not the safest one in the 
world—to come to Canada, then they should be given a chance. 
They should not be held in a detention centre. That is the crux of the 
debate here. 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened with great interest to our colleague's speech. On 
this side of the House, we can see that the Conservatives keep 
playing the division game. With this bill, we see that the minister has 
all of the authority, all of the control to determine who is telling the 
truth and who is not. 


Is the member worried about the minister's expanded powers, 
given that this government has played so many political games in 
this area? 


@ (1630) 


Ms. Charmaine Borg: Mr. Speaker, I would once again like to 
thank my colleague for his question. 


I find this arbitrary government power troubling, especially 
because we have issues in Canada, although they are not across the 
board. Where is the oversight process? A mechanism has not really 
been implemented to watch the government and oversee what it is 
doing. That is very troubling, and I appreciate the question. 


[English] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Before we resume 
debate on the question, it is my duty, pursuant to Standing Order 38, 
to inform the House that the questions to be raised tonight at the time 
of adjournment are as follows: the hon. member for Portneuf— 
Jacques-Cartier, National Defence; the hon. member for Vancouver 
Kingsway, Citizenship and Immigration; and the hon. member for 
Halifax, the Oil and Gas Industry. 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for Davenport. 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, our party, as 
many of my colleagues have eloquently said, does not believe that 
Bill C-4, as it stands right now, would come close to dealing with the 
issue of human trafficking. 


We have many refugees living in my riding of Davenport. We 
have advocates on their behalf. I have met with these people, with 
these refugees’ advocates, and they tell me we are dealing with very 
vulnerable people who are themselves victims of crime. 


I have also sat down with members of the business community. 
These are self-employed small business people, such as roofers and 
people in the building trades. They follow the letter of the law, and 
yet they are competing with unscrupulous criminals who are running 
other kinds of construction and roofing companies and employing 
groups of individuals who may or may not be themselves victims of 
human trafficking, although we cannot determine that, and their 
ability to compete on a level playing field is thus severely 
compromised. 


They come to my office and speak both of frustration about their 
own business and about a severe and intense concern for these 
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groups of people they see working in very unregulated work 
environments with no oversight, with no rights, with no recourse, but 
with fear for themselves and fear for their families. There is nothing 
in this bill that would address these very serious issues in 
communities right across the country. 


In fact, the incidence of prosecution for human trafficking is very 
low. In Ontario, up to 2010 there have only been a handful of 
prosecutions. In fact, in Toronto itself there have been no 
prosecutions. There are reasons for that, but those reasons are not 
addressed in this bill. 


Many of our good people in law enforcement and in prosecution 
see evidence of human trafficking, but it blurs with other kinds of 
crimes that they are unfortunately much more used to seeing and 
much more able to prosecute, such as living off the avails of 
prostitution. 


We are saying that the bill does not address the issues of the actual 
criminals in this situation, but would in fact punish the victims. This 
seems bizarre to us. 


The bill came up in the last Parliament and was roundly rejected 
by the majority of parliamentarians and the majority of Canadians. 
The majority of Canadians did not vote for the current government, 
and the majority of Canadians still reject the bill as it stands today. 


I want to remind the House that there was a time many years ago, 
in an economic downturn, when we accepted a staggering number of 
refugees. In fact, the largest single group of refugees in our history 
was accepted in the late 1970s and early 1980s. In 1979 to 1980 we 
welcomed, as we should, 50,000 to 60,000 Vietnamese refugees, 
whom we then called “boat people”. 


My eldest son's best friend in grade school was the son of a 
Vietnamese boat person who, when he finally got off that boat, 
arrived in Canada with absolutely nothing. Today he has a successful 
small business, owns a home, has a full-time job and has children 
who no doubt are going to contribute in staggeringly positive ways 
to our country. 
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This is the great Canadian legacy of which we should be proud. 
This is what Canadians expect from their federal government and the 
kind of leadership that Canadians expect Canada to display to the 
world. Instead, we see a draconian measure that does not give law 
enforcement agencies the tools they need to adequately prosecute 
human traffickers, the criminals in this case. 


My riding has refugees and children of refugees. I have no doubt 
that those families, if given the right kind of attention and support, 
will become exemplary members of the Canadian family. There is 
nothing at all in the bill that addresses this issue. 
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On the issue of the Vietnamese boat people, studies were done 
which tracked our friends in the Vietnamese community who came 
in 1979. They found that within 10 years the unemployment rate 
among the Vietnamese boat people was 2.3% lower than the average 
unemployment rate at the time for Canada. One in five had started 
businesses and 99% of them had successfully applied to become 
Canadian citizens and, by and large, a much lower than average 
number had to avail themselves of Canada's social safety net. This is 
the kind of success that compassion brings. This is the kind of 
success on which Canada has been built. This is the kind of success 
that we on this side of the aisle believe we should proudly trumpet to 
the world. 


As I said, Canada has a very low rate of conviction for human 
smuggling. This low conviction rate is due to many factors. The 
police and RCMP need the tools to deal with this issue effectively. 
We do not see this in the bill. The bill does not deal with the issue. 
These are immigration issues, but the government seems to think 
they are public safety issues. The Conservatives are playing politics 
with refugees. 


We can talk about refugees in sort of a general way, but my riding 
has refugees who want to contribute to Canadian society. They are 
here because where they were was a place that they could no longer 
be, a place they had to flee. Canada has always been a country that 
welcomed and provided support to those in our world who were 
terrorized, brutalized and abandoned. That is the kind of Canada the 
party on this side of the aisle believes in and that is why we in the 
NDP are very opposed to the bill. 


® (1640) 


Mr. Kyle Seeback (Brampton West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, after 
listening to the members opposite today, we are talking about 
irregular migrants. We are not talking about the refugee system. 
Canada has the most generous refugee system in the world. Nearly 
one in ten of global refugees resettle in Canada. Nothing is going to 
change that with this legislation. We are dealing with irregular 
migrants and we are putting a system in place to try to deal with that 
issue. 


Members opposite are trying to tarnish Canada's reputation 
internationally by saying we have become cold-hearted. They are 
playing the politics of fear and smear and I really wish they would 
stop. 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Mr. Speaker, I listened carefully to the 
member opposite and struggled to find a question, but I will answer a 
question that I think he might have asked. 


Concern for Canada's international reputation has already been 
sullied by the reputation of the government. Canada has always 
stood for a compassionate ethos with regard to refugees. I am sorry, 
but we in the NDP do not see that reflected in the bill. 


Mr. Dennis Bevington (Western Arctic, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to have a chance to ask a question because I have been 
following this debate as well. 


In my hand I have a list of organizations that are opposed to Bill 
C-4. Some 80 civil society organizations dealing with immigration 
and refugee issues across the country, legal groups, church groups 
and a wide variety people have all come out opposed to the 
legislation. 
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Is the member familiar with any list that the Conservatives might 
have that would show some support from civil society, from the 
people who work in this field, on this legislation, so we could have a 
balance where we could see that the Conservative government is 
reaching out to society to try to determine what society thinks of its 
legislation? 


Here is the list of the organizations that do not support it. Has the 
member heard of another list that shows civil society support? 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Mr. Speaker, we cannot find civil society 
groups that back this legislation. In fact, in Toronto there are 
advocates and advocacy groups for those who are refugees and 
victims of human trafficking. None of them have been consulted in 
the crafting of this legislation. I would ask the government this. How 
come? 


Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I can tell members opposite who supports the bill. It is 
average ordinary Canadians who have asked us to take action against 
human smuggling. The bill is about that. It is not about the overall 
refugee program, which, under the minister and this government, has 
accepted more refugees than in the history of our country. 


I have listened for a couple of days and there does not seem to be a 
focus on human smuggling. There is talk about children and 
families. These people are being thrown into the holds of rusty boats 
by profiteers. We want to discourage them from using those services 
and crack down on human smugglers. Why will the opposition not 
join us? 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Mr. Speaker, the reason we will not join the 
member is because the bill does not actually crack down on human 
smuggling. The legislation does nothing to dissuade human 
traffickers from plying their trade. 


Also, the refugee of today is the average Canadian of tomorrow 
and that is who we should be thinking about here. The legislation 
does not support those people. 


@ (1645) 
[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg —Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to speak today to voice my outright 
opposition to Bill C-4, as introduced by the Conservative Party. 


I echo my colleagues who, during debate yesterday, so rigorously 
exposed the major gaps and grey areas in this bill. 


Without restating all of the points that were brought up yesterday, 
I want to say that it is clear that in the eyes of the House and the eyes 
of Canadians, Bill C-4 directly violates a number of international 
agreements that Canada has so proudly ratified, such as the 
Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention relating 
to the Status of Refugees. In addition, it contravenes the Canadian 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 
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Let us remember that Canada committed to the rights of child 
refugees and migrants in the Convention on the Rights of the Child. 
Canada's third and fourth reports highlighted the main measures 
passed from January 1998 to December 2007 to encourage 
implementation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child and 
the optional protocol to the Convention on the Rights of the Child 
concerning the involvement of children in armed conflict. 


With regard to this report, the Government of Canada should also 
remember that it is accountable to many Canadian NGOs and to the 
UN High Commissioner for Refugees, who were asked to comment 
on the issues to be dealt with in the report. 


Canada will have to justify any act that is illegal or violates 
ratified international agreements. 


With regard to the protection of minor refugees, separated minors 
and unaccompanied minors requesting asylum, we should remember 
that, in August 2006, the Overseas Processing Manual used by 
Canadian immigration officers for resettling refugees was updated to 
include a new policy on guardianship. 


The Guardianship Protocol established procedures for processing 
children who are dependents of the principal applicant and minors 
who are blood relatives, that is, separated minors with a blood 
relative in Canada who is not their father or mother. 


This protocol recognizes that children are particularly vulnerable 
and encourages de facto guardians or blood relations to obtain legal 
guardianship. It ensures that the appropriate authorities closely 
monitor the well-being of these children. 


This protocol also ensures that refugee children resettled in 
Canada receive the care and protection necessary to their well-being. 


All recommendations for minor blood relatives made by the UN 
High Commissioner for Refugees must reflect the child's best 
interests, and all the decisions made under the protocol must take 
into account the child's best interests. 


In addition, the protocol provides a child with the opportunity to 
comment on the decision made in his or her regard. In April 2008, 
the Government of Canada updated its manual for protected persons, 
Processing Claims for Refugee Protection, to include guidelines 
taking into account the age and sex of the child. 


The objective of these guidelines is to support the priority 
processing of the claims of vulnerable people, including children. 
These new guidelines respond to recommendations made by the UN 
High Commissioner for Refugees that Canada should give priority to 
vulnerable people. 


We avoid placing children in detention as much as possible, 
whether or not they are accompanied. We always try to find another 
solution that is in the child's best interests. 


I would also like to reiterate the response of the Government of 
Canada to the Standing Senate Committee on Human Rights: 


Both the Canada Border Services Agency and Citizenship and Immigration 
Canada have programs and policies in place to assist and protect vulnerable migrant 
children within their respective mandates... 


Within this context, reuniting families as quickly as possible is a priority for the 
Government of Canada and a key part of the mandate of Citizenship and Immigration 
Canada. In overseas family reunification, Citizenship and Immigration Canada works 
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to fulfill its commitment to process most of these cases within 6 months. In the case 
of overseas refugee children, concurrent processing of refugee family members who 
are residing in different locations is facilitated. In the case of resettlement of eligible 
separated minors from overseas, a Guardianship Protocol adopted in 2006 provides 
visa and settlement officers with instructions on how to facilitate the resettlement of 
[these] children... 
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When unaccompanied, separated or otherwise possibly vulnerable children arrive 
at a port of entry, or if they are encountered anywhere within Canada, border service 
officials are trained to pay extra attention to all children and to refer a child to the 
appropriate provincial or territorial child protection agency, when there is a concern 
that the child may be at risk. Border officials are instructed and trained to be aware of 
factors such as age, gender, cultural background, and the child's general 
circumstances [whether or not they are a refugee]...A child may only be detained 
as a measure of last resort, and a school-aged child in detention must be provided 
with educational and recreational opportunities as well as counselling after having - 
been detained for seven days.... 


Returning an unaccompanied child to his or her country of origin, or nationality, 
however, is a complex process and is based on the requirements of the Immigration 
and Refugee Protection Act, the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the 
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child. The Canada Border Services Agency 
works closely with [these] agencies... 


I would also like to remind members of the commitment as part of 
the way forward that the Government of Canada made to the 
Standing Senate Committee on Human Rights. 


The government appreciates the care and concern that the Standing Senate 
Committee on Human Rights has shown for children in its report. It has provided 
guidance on the way forward, and has encouraged a continued commitment to 
collaborative efforts to meet Canada's obligations under the convention. 


The very process of answering the committee's report required extensive 
discussions and collaboration throughout the federal government, ensuring that 
policies and programs were again considered through the lens of the best interests of 
the child principle and the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child... 
The government acknowledges that meeting the needs of children is an on-going 
process, requiring commitment and diligence. 


The government will not waver from its goal of making Canada a 
better place for children and their families. So, with Bill C-4, can we 
be assured that children will be the greatest beneficiaries? Can we be 
assured that the government is still working towards the goal of 
making Canada a better place for children and their families? Can we 
be assured that Canadian laws and international conventions ratified 
in solidarity are being respected? 


By trying to pass bills that violate human rights, the government is 
making a laughing stock of Canada. Many countries and interna- 
tional organizations are watching us and will be aware of the 
decisions made here. We must be careful not to fuel old prejudices 
that involve projecting onto foreigners all the evils and all the 
problems that might exist in a country, all in the name of gaining 
popularity among certain groups of voters. 


Canada will need international allies to support its economy and 
ensure its growth. These are the same allies who scrutinize what we 
say and do, and how we treat our communities. To illustrate my 
remarks, here are a few excerpts from some Amnesty International 
recommendations. It is worth noting that Bill C-4 is a reincarnation 
of Bill C-49, which was introduced here and rejected by this House. 
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There have been serious human rights concerns with respect to the government’s 
response to the arrival of two boatloads of Sri Lankan migrants off the coast of 
British Columbia—the Ocean Lady in October 2009 and the Sun Sea in August 
2010. Government ministers made inflammatory remarks about those on board, 
before the boats had even arrived in Canada—particularly with respect to the Sun 
Sea. They were described as illegal migrants, queue jumpers, human traffickers and 
security threats; and were accused of links to terrorism. Rarely was there any 
acknowledgement they might be refugee claimants. Notably all 76 individuals who 
arrived on the Ocean Lady were found to be eligible to make refugee claims and have 
done so. 


...Federal political parties need to commit to: not reintroducing Bill C-49 after the 
election [this is what Amnesty International was calling for]; ensuring that any 
efforts to tackle human smuggling or human trafficking conform to Canada’s 
obligations under international human rights and refugee law. 


@ (1655) 
[English] 


Mr. Mark Strahl (Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, during her presentation the member talked a lot about 
vulnerable persons. As we know, thousands of people die each year 
using human smuggling services, so anyone using human smuggling 
services is basically a vulnerable person. 


This legislation would not only increase punishment for human 
smuggling, it would discourage those who would use human 
smugglers to get to Canada. In essence, this legislation would protect 
vulnerable people by discouraging them from coming to Canada in 
an unsafe manner. Why will the NDP not support that? 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the 
member for his question. There are laws in Canada, including one 
that punishes smugglers with life imprisonment, in fact. So, Bill C-4 
is a fake bill. We are talking about refugees and protecting children 
on this side of the House because this bill masks the fact that 
legislation already exists to punish smugglers. So it is not necessary 
to create another law. Steps need to be taken to imprison the 
smugglers. 


Mr. Alain Giguére (Marc-Aurèle-Fortin, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the member for Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint- 
Charles for giving us such a good example of detailed research. 
Could she give us the names of some of the organizations that took 
part in the third and fourth reports of the Convention on the Rights of 
the Child and that worked with the government? 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his 
question. UNICEF Canada, with which we are all familiar, is one of 
the organizations that took part in these reports, along with the 
Adoption Council of Canada, the National Alliance for Children and 
Youth, the Canadian Council for Health and Active Living at Work 
and a number of others. 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I greatly appreciated my colleague's comments. Earlier, 
we saw how the Conservatives understand this bill. A Conservative 
member said that it will discourage people who are in situations of 
human rights violations and situations of war. This bill will 
discourage these people who are trying to save their lives and the 
lives of their children and family. They will not come; they will not 
escape a situation where they risk being killed, because the 
Conservatives have introduced this bill. 
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Is this debate not absurd, just like the comments from the 
Conservative members who do not even seem to understand the 
scope of this bill that they have introduced in the House? 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the 
hon. member for Burnaby—New Westminster. It really seems that 
the people who introduced the bill do not understand it. Detention 
centres are currently being built. In Canada, there are three centres 
where refugees who are waiting are already incarcerated. The 
children and mothers are separated from the fathers. That is already 
happening. There is a social cost. How much will it all add up to? 
How many centres like that are going to be built? 


In the past, immigrants used to come to Grosse Île, near Quebec 
City. Putting all immigrants and refugees into camps while waiting 
to be able to integrate them into society because they do not have 
identification papers and passports is a completely outdated way of 
doing things. It was a complete failure during Canada's waves of 
immigration. That is what happened on Grosse Île and near New 
York City, in the United States. Putting people into such camps is not 
a good way of doing things. 


Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I had the 
honour of being the official opposition critic for immigration and 
citizenship when this bill was introduced for the first time as 
Bill C-49. It was a very bad bill at the time, and I am very 
disappointed to see that the government is putting it forward again in 
the same form, now called Bill C-4. We are still discussing a bill that 
does not work. 


®@ (1700) 
[English] 


It is a little like Groundhog Day where we are going over this 
again. However, I will try to keep things extremely simple for the 
members of the government so that they understand why this is a 
very poor piece of legislation. 


An hon. member: Yes you should. 
An hon. member: You should be very understanding. 


Mr. Justin Trudeau: First, this bill is illegal. Second, this bill is 
ineffective. Third, this bill— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order. I am sure that 
members will be interested to hear what the member for Papineau 
has to say. | : 


The hon. member for Papineau. 


Mr. Justin Trudeau: Mr. Speaker, as I was saying, this bill is 
illegal, is ineffective and fundamentally is ideologically driven. 


Why is this bill illegal? Under the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms we have the right not to be arbitrarily detained or 
imprisoned. In a Supreme Court judgment that came down a few 
years ago, 120 days was put as the outside limit beyond which 
someone could not be imprisoned without recourse to justice. This 
bill proposes one year as a mandatory detention. Whether or not the 
Conservatives like it, the Charter of Rights and Freedoms applies to 
everyone on Canadian territory, not just Canadian citizens. 
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This bill is also in violation of our United Nations obligations as a 
signatory to the UN convention on refugees, which demands that 
countries that are signatories to the convention on refugees expedite 
the integration of refugees into citizenship and life within those 
countries as much as possible. . 


To stipulate an arbitrary limit of five years before someone can 
seek permanent residency is in direct violation of both the spirit and 
letter of our responsibilities under the UN convention. 


This bill will not pass legal muster. If it does not pass that, the 
question then becomes, what does it try to do? The Conservatives 
have made a lot of hay about how this would be a deterrent. It will 
prevent vulnerable people from taking the risks that we all recognize 
are associated with travelling across the oceans on leaky ships. 


The problem with that thought process is that the deterrents we are 
proposing, a potential year of imprisonment or five years without 
permanent residency, are enough of a disincentive to deter legitimate 
refugees from coming over. 


I remind the House that to be considered a legitimate refugee, the 
person must be fleeing from a state or country that offers no 
protection from persecution, torture and death. The refugee and his 
or her family must be in danger of their very lives and existence with 
no community or infrastructure to protect them from death or torture. 


Refugees are willing to risk spending a little more time in prison 
in Canada where they will not be persecuted, killed or tortured. As 
well, although it is against Canadian law and principles, the 
possibility that they may not be able to bring their families over for 
five years is not a particularly powerful disincentive. 


The bill does not work. It will not prevent people who are 
legitimate refugees from taking risks to come to Canada. 


On the other side of the equation, imposing mandatory minimums 
of 10 years and harsher penalties on the smugglers who already face 
life imprisonment and millions of dollars in fines will not make a big 
difference to what is a multi-billion dollar industry. 


If the bill is illegal and ineffective, the issue then becomes why is 
it in place and why is it being brought forward? 


The minister likes to speak of Tamil refugee claimants living in 
the south of India who have heard they can get a monthly income in 
Canada and think it is wonderful. 


The fact is this bill does not apply to economic migrants. If 
refugees come here trying to improve their lot in life they are not 
considered to be refugees. There is an evaluation process and they 
will be returned home. They do not get to jump any immigration 
queue by using the refugee process. 


Perhaps it will deter economic migrants from boarding leaky ships 
to cross the ocean. That is fine, but we already have a process. A 
couple of years ago all parties agreed to pass Bill C-11 to improve 
the way we process refugees and expedite the return of failed refugee 
claimants. That is a much more effective deterrent. 
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What this bill does is punish people who, because they are 
recognized as actual refugees, are by definition among the most 
vulnerable people on the planet. 


So why do we have a bill that is both illegal and ineffective? It is 
about ideology. It is about torquing up anti-immigration sentiment. It 
is about making people feel, every time the term “queue jumpers” is 
used, that the reason a family of new Canadians cannot sponsor a 
husband or wife or parents to come over in less than 10 or 12 years 
these days is that there are ships of queue jumpers showing up. That 
is a clever and insidious piece of misinformation the government is 
putting out. 


There is no queue for refugees. We have a refugee process. 
Everyone who arrives here, whether by ship, bicycle, plane or 
somehow by sneaking across the border, gets evaluated within a 
process. The idea that the process of evaluation of 500 migrants who 
have arrived in two ships over the past few years is somehow 
bogging down our entire system overlooks the fact that we accepted 
280,000 immigrants through our immigration process last year. 
Every year we accept about 250,000 to 260,000 immigrants on 
average. Every year we accept somewhere between 15,000 and 
20,000 refugees. There is an order of magnitude of difference 
between those two numbers. So to say we are bogging down our 
system with these boats coming here and getting in our way and 
costing us lots of money is disingenuous to say the least, but 
dangerous to the sense of what Canada is and what it is around the 
world. 


We are a country that has made mistakes in the past, in turning 
around ships like the St. Louis and the Komagata Maru. We are a 
country that has made mistakes by bowing to popular opinion and 
interring Japanese Canadian citizens and Italians and others in World 
War II. 


We are supposed to have learned from our processes and errors. 
We are supposed to be able to say that we will not do this again, that 
we will not make these mistakes. Yet this piece of legislation falls 
into demagogic pandering to people's fears of refugees and others, 
and is actually a denial of the kind of Canada that we have fought to 
build over decades and generations. 


[Translation] 


Canada is a country governed by law and justice, seeking to be a 
safe haven of possibilities for everyone around the globe. As soon as 
we start closing our doors and turning our backs on the world's most 
vulnerable people, this is no longer the Canada we all believe in. 


[English] 
Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, could the member please 


enlighten us? Why is it that he believes that human smugglers are 
somehow integral to or a legitimate part of our refugee process? 


His speech failed to mention his idea of effective for tackling this 
problem, which did not exist at the time of the arrival of boat people 
from Vietnam in the late 1970s. This problem did not exist at the 
time of the mistakes made by Liberal governments during World 
War II with regard to Jewish refugees. It exists today. 
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Why is it that the member and his party have voted for measures 
to deter terrorists and to crack down on drug smugglers and other 
branches of international organized crime but not on human 
smugglers, who are not a legitimate part of the refugee process for 
this country and whose involvement in this process this bill would 
deter and, eventually, if successfully implemented, would end? 
Could he please answer that question? _ 


@ (1710) 


Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would ask 
the parliamentary secretary to look through the bill again to see that 
there is very little in it to address human smugglers. We would love 
to be able to crack down on human smugglers; we would love it if 
this bill were able to go after human smugglers. 


If the parliamentary secretary wants to know how, I will give him 
three ways to do that. 


First, we should work with transit countries like Thailand to crack 
down on and arrest the gangs responsible for human smuggling. The 
fact is that when the minister announced at one point that 100 arrests 
had been made in Thailand, those were not arrests of human 
smugglers but of asylum seekers. So the government's emphasis is 
again on refugees. 


We should also work with transit countries to accept refugees. 


Moreover, we should work with originating countries to ensure 
that their situations improve. 


That is not what this bill is doing. 


[ Translation] 


Mrs. Sadia Groguhé (Saint-Lambert, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would first like to congratulate the hon. member for Papineau on his 
speech 


I wonder if he could expand on the notion that this bill is based on 
ideology, and what effect this kind of ideology can have on our 
society. 


Mr. Justin Trudeau: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for 
her question. 


This is part of the Conservative tough on crime ideology, as even 
Mr. Duceppe used to call it. 


The Conservatives are trying to find ways to convince people that 
they are really tough on crime, as we saw today with their omnibus 
crime bill that imposes obviously harsh measures, even though it will 
have no positive effect on a country in which the crime rate is 
already going down. It is their ideology that makes them say they are 
being tough on traffickers, yet they introduce a bill that does not 
target traffickers and instead targets refugees. 


That is the triumph of ideology and image over substance. 
[English] 

Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the comments of my colleague from Papineau on Bill C-4, 
the fact that punishing vulnerable refugees will be ineffective, illegal 
and inhumane. He mentioned that it would be five years before a 
refugee could apply for permanent residency status. Another factor 
in the bill is that a decision could be made not to allow that 
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permanent residency because of factors that may have changed in the 
country of origin. 


I would like my colleague to comment on what it would do to the 
fabric of Canada and the economy of Canada to have refugees 
remaining in limbo for years after having been determined to be 
genuine refugees but not able to know whether they can even have a 
successful permanent resident application. 


Mr. Justin Trudeau: This country was built on people seeking 
better lives for themselves and their families, trying to build their 
futures. Our ancestors, if they are not first nations, came from all 
around the world trying to build a better life here in this country. To 
tell someone once that he or she has been accepted as a refugee, or 
come from a failed state no longer able to protect them from 
persecution or death and that they can stay in Canada and start 
building a life, but that we may send him or her back in a few years if 
things get better, that uncertainty is not the way we build a strong 
country. It is yet another failing of the bill. 


@ (1715) 


Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik— 
Eeyou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as this is my first chance to rise in 
this new session, I want to welcome you and all of my colleagues 
back to this place. It is good to see everyone and I look forward to 
our passionate discussions in debates to come. 


Today I rise to debate Bill C-4 or, as the Conservative government 
has dubbed it, the Preventing Human Smugglers from Abusing 
Canada's Immigration System Act. 


When I started to read the bill, I must admit that I had an odd 
feeling of déja vu. The name of the bill reminded me of a movie title 
that really has nothing to do with the movie itself; it seems out of 
place and even misleading. With its name, one might think that the 
bill would be straightforward and do what its name says, that is, 
prevent human smugglers from abusing Canada's immigration 
system. Sadly, the bill will not do that. 


As written, the bill misses the mark. It takes square aim at the 
victims of human smuggling, the vulnerable and the poor, those who 
are desperate to seek a better life and to escape the horrors of 
oppression, poverty, discrimination and mortal danger. We in the 
NDP do not believe that the solution to this, or any other problem for 
that matter, is to punish the victim. 


The bill as worded would create two separate categories of refugee 
claimants. As such, it is discriminatory and a violation of charter 
equality rights and the refugee convention, which it clearly does. 
However, these facts do not seem to bother the government so far. 


Let me point to more issues that I have with the bill as it stands. 


Under this proposed legislation, we see that designated claimants 
could not apply for permanent residency for five years. Furthermore, 
if the person fails to comply with the conditions or reporting 
requirements, this five year suspension can be extended to six years. 
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This proposed rule applies both to those accepted as refugees and 
those have been refused or who never make a claim. For accepted 
refugees, the worst consequence is that this rule would delay 
reunification with spouses and children overseas for five years. 
These families have already suffered a great deal, but with this 
proposal the government seems bent on adding to their suffering. 


We in the New Democratic Party have known for a long time that 
the Conservative government has not been very concerned about 
family reunification, but this adds to the lack of empathy on the 
government's part. 


[Translation] 


The Conservatives state that this bill will result in a reduction in 
human trafficking. But in reality, in its present form, the bill 
concentrates too much power in the hands of the Minister of 
Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism and unfairly pena- 
lizes the refugees. By contrast, the NDP wants to directly penalize 
the criminals: the traffickers and the smugglers. As it presently 
stands, the bill punishes legitimate refugees and those trying to help 
them. The proposed process is not clear, and it may be arbitrary and 
even discriminatory in the extreme. 


[English] 


Parliament just approved a strong and balanced refugee law a few 
months ago. What we need now is better enforcement. The 
Conservatives should be less focused on photo ops and more 
focused on enforcing the laws against human smuggling that we 
already have and give the RCMP the resources it needs to get the job 
done, instead of playing politics. 


An attempt to play politics is precisely what this is. I am just 
getting to know many of my colleagues in this place from all across 
our great country and from all parties so I do feel pretty safe saying 
that many here in this room are either descendants of people who 
fled persecution and strife elsewhere in the world or have done so 
themselves. — 


When the masses of people from England and France came to this 
colder end of North America for the first time, many came to escape 
tyranny and persecution, and to seek a better life that was not 
available to them in their homelands. Those new arrivals, along with 
many first nations of this land, came together to be the founding 
nations of the country that we have today. 


Our country is not always perfect but it is a shining beacon to the 
world, which is exactly why so many people are willing to risk their 
lives to come here, and that is precisely the point. By punishing the 
refugees who come here by such desperate means, the government 
will not reduce the desire of people from around the world to keep 
trying to come here. People will continue to want to come to Canada 
because of the greatness of this country. As long as we are this great 
and caring nation, people will continue to want to come and be part 
of it. 


We should not punish those desperate refugees. We should punish 
the people who are trying to take advantage of their desperation. We 
must remember that the name of the bill is preventing human 
smugglers from abusing Canada's immigration system. 
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My New Democratic colleagues and I call on the government to 
do as the bill's title says, go after the human smugglers, and do not 
punish the innocent refugees who are simply seeking what so many 
generations before us came to this country to seek, which is a better 
life and a future for their children and families. 


© (1720) 


[Translation] 


Under this bill, designated claimants, including children, will 
automatically be detained when they arrive or at the moment they are 
so designated. Children! Detained! How does detaining children 
solve anything? 


Moreover, the Immigration and Refugee Board of Canada will not 
move to review the detention for a year. People can be released only 
if it is established that they are refugees. The board orders their 
release after a year; even then, it cannot release them if the 
government is of the view that their identities are not established or if 
the minister determines that there are exceptional circumstances. 


In my opinion, this is a clear violation of the charter. We know that 
the Supreme Court of Canada has already put a stop to mandatory 
detention without a review of the security certificate. These 
provisions will result in indefinite detentions in identity issues with 
no possibility of release until the minister determines that identity 
has been established. Arbitrary detention is also a serious breach of 
international treaties. We are therefore asking this government to 
drop this bill. 

[English] 

Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my hon. 
colleague rightly mentions that one of the reasons the bill would not 
dissuade people from trying to get to Canada is because of the 
greatness of this country. It is also because our world, in many parts, 
is disfigured by war, by poverty, by violence, by corruption and by a 
lack of protection for the most vulnerable in our world. That is 
another reason that people want to come to this country and another 
reason that the bill would not prevent that from happening. 


Could my hon. colleague speak to the issue of family reunification 
and whether the bill would actually create a climate in this country 
where the reunification of children and their parents can be 
smoother, quicker and more efficient? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Romeo Saganash: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
colleague for his very relevant question. 


I think this would be one of the problems. It was noted earlier in 
the debate that this will be one of the fundamental problems with this 
bill. Not obstructing family reunification is an absolutely essential 
factor that must reflect the generosity of this country. Let us stop 
being afraid of immigrants, let us stop being afraid of the others. We 
know that people are always afraid of the others. Canadian citizens 
are even afraid of certain other Canadian citizens if they see 
photographs of them, on Facebook for example, with a leader of a 
party other than their own. 


This trend is disturbing. We really have to start getting away from 
this kind of approach in this country we call Canada, since it does 
not deserve that reputation. 
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Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague for his speech. 


There are things we wonder about on this side of the House. We 
now have a situation where someone who is very wealthy can apply 
under a process that the Conservatives brought in that is supposedly 
for the entrepreneur class. So someone who is wealthy can come to 
Canada, but someone who is poor, who experiences human rights 
violations, who suffers enormous problems, cannot. I wanted to 
check with my colleague whether he thinks that the way this 
Conservative government sees the entire immigration system and the 
issue of refugees is fair. 


Mr. Romeo Saganash: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague very 
much for his question. 


_ One of the things that they do not seem to realize on the other side 
of the House is the fact that we already have democratic institutions 
in this country that deal with the situations they are currently 
concerned about. There are institutions that respond to their 
concerns, so why are they attacking the poor and vulnerable victims 
in this bill? This is what is most disturbing. 


There is a concept in this country called the rule of law and this 
bill seems to be taking us away even from that. Canada’s 
international obligations are very clear of course. As a result of 
signing the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, Canada’s 
obligations are clear. The Charter of the United Nations, and last 
time I checked Canada was a signatory to the Charter of the United 
Nations, calls on Canada to respect all human rights, the rights of 
every person. Again, this bill is taking us away from that great 
principle of international law. 


[English] | 
Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I will begin my discussion on Bill C-4 by clearly 


contradicting what has been a repeated false claim from the other 
side of the House for the folks who are listening in on this debate. 


I know many Canadians are very concerned about the bill and 
about the repudiation of basic Canadian values, of our treaty 
obligations and a whole variety of things that a number of my 
colleagues have been raising in the House all day. 


What we have heard from the Conservative side is the repeated 
claim that somehow the number of refugees accepted in Canada has 
increased. 


Anyone watching this debate can go to the CIC website, a federal 
government website, to see the actual figures. When the Con- 
servative government came to power, 32,500 refugee visas were 
issued in 2006. Years later, in 2010, there were 24,500 visas issued. 
People can verify this on the website themselves. Perhaps there are 
Conservatives striving to change the figures as we speak, but I 
certainly hope they will keep the figures as they are written now. We 
can see over the time the Conservatives have been in power is a 
steady reduction in the number of refugees who are accepted in 
Canada. 


One of the fundamental values we have as Canadians is the belief 
that those who are living under human rights violations or living in 
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war should have the ability to apply for refugee status and come to 
Canada. However, we can see, from the figures that the government 
publicizes on its own website, what Conservatives have done 
systematically over the last five years. They have ended the queue. 
They have told refugees that they will not come to Canada. 


It is understandable in that context that the Conservatives have 
been driving down and closing the door to Canada around the world 
for those living in situations of extreme violence and difficulty and 
they have now put forward a draconian piece of legislation that 
punishes those few refugees who actually make it to our shores. 


As we know, when the Sun Sea and the Ocean Lady came to 
British Columbia, those people who had risked their lives travelling 
across the Pacific Ocean were immediately interred. They were put 
in prison and detention camps. I was able to visit them as a 
parliamentarian to see the conditions for the men, women, children 
and families who had escaped Sri Lanka and the systematic ongoing 
human rights violations that are taking place in northern Sri Lanka. 


That has been well-documented by international organizations. 
Even though they are not allowed into Sri Lanka, Human Rights 
Watch and Amnesty International have repeatedly spoken of the 
ongoing human rights violations taking place there now. There are 
serious assaults, sexual assaults, disappearances and forced im- 
prisonment without trial of individuals in northern Sri Lanka. 


Understandably, in that situation any of us would be concerned 
about our family's welfare and health. We would strive, by any 
means, to leave that kind of situation. Nobody in this room and no 
Canadian across the country who had their family under threat would 
say that it was fine to leave their family under threat. 


Those refugees got on a leaky boat with very little water and food. 
They spent weeks and weeks coming across the Pacific Ocean to 
come to Canada. They came to Canada for one reason only. They 
came to Canada to be safe. 


This bill would tell those refugees, now that the Conservatives 
have closed the door to refugees, as we have seen over the last five 
years, that if they come to Canada to be safe they will be put in 
prison for a long time. 


© (1730) 


These are draconian measures that are a complete repudiation of 
basic Canadian values. There is no process and there is no queue. 
The Conservatives have closed the doors, as we have seen from the 
Conservatives’ own figures on their website. If women, men and 
children come to Canada, they will be put in prison, not to verify 
their identities, which might be a normal process, but to punish them. 


The Conservatives make reference to the bill cracking down on 
human smuggling. The bill is cracking down on refugees. It is 
imposing penalties on refugees who come here with whatever means 
they have, the bit of savings they may have been able to take out of 
the country, despite the human rights violations and the threats to 
them and their families. They make it to Canada and the 
Conservatives decide that they will be severely punished. That is 
only one aspect of this bill that concerns New Democrats and only 
one aspect of why we are standing in the House speaking out against 
what the Conservative government is trying to do. 
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The second is the fact that the bill gives licence to the minister to 
basically determine, at any time, what he considers to be a political 
file. We have seen systematically, over the course of the past few 
years, the Conservatives play political games in all kinds of ways. 
The Conservatives seem to like to divide one Canadian from another, 
francophones from anglophones, westerners from Quebeckers and 
those in Atlantic Canada and new Canadians from those who may 
have been here, like my family, for a number of generations. 


We have seen the Conservatives play what is in my estimation the 
lowest kind of politics with refugees who only strive to protect their 
families and come to safety. That is all they are attempting to do, to 
start a new life in Canada in safety. All they ask for is safety, to live 
without that constant threat of violence at any time, that constant and 
unpredictable sense that at any time they may have a family member 
thrown into prison arbitrarily with no trial, or that a family member 
may be assaulted or raped, or a family member might simply 
disappear. These are the realities that exist in that area. Although 
human rights observers are not allowed into the area, the anecdotal 
evidence coming out clearly indicates that the human rights 
violations continue, and everyone should be aware of that. 


Refugees strive to come to Canada, so they get in leaky boats with 
little food and water. These boats are not very safe and they come 
across the Pacific. They land on our shores and a minister, who is 
above all influenced by political factors, decides whether they will 
be thrown into jail for a long time and pay huge fines with what is 
left of the resources the refugees were able to take with them when 
they left. That is the second component. We are talking about a 
draconian law, but we are also talking about giving full powers to a 
minister who has repeatedly intervened in the immigration system in 
a political way. 


The immigration system is supposed to be sacrosanct. It is 
supposed to be judged by a system of values that the vast majority of 
Canadians share. Instead, we have seen the government use those 
powers in ways that are designed to only further the interests of the 
Conservative Party. That is also the reason why we are concerned 
about this bill. A number of members from the NDP have said very 
clearly why they are concerned about that. 


The third issue that I will raise in the time I have left are the 
violations of international treaties that Canada has signed. I will cite, 
as many of my colleagues have, the UN convention relating to the 
status of refugees. 
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Article 31, it states in part, “The Contracting States shall not 
impose penalties...on refugees who, coming directly from a territory 
where their life or freedom was threatened”’. 


This is a bad bill, it is a political bill and it is a draconian bill. That 
is why New Democrats are standing up for Canadian values and 
saying no to Bill C-4. 

Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I believe the bill is part of a concerted effort to continue 
to shrink the number of immigrants and refugees coming to this 
country. Could he comment on whether he believes this is a bill to 
punish smugglers or to actually try to put the brakes on people 
coming to Canada in a concerted way by punishing them for trying 
to come here? 
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Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, when we look at the websites 
of the Conservatives, in which they talk about closing the door and 
about having reduced by 24% the number of refugees accepted over 
five years, it is very clear that this is their intent. 


. As my colleague knows, this is part of the overall drive that the 
government has taken. Conservatives campaigned with a sweater 
vest, but they have come out with a biker vest since they received a 
majority in May. 


We have seen very clearly a switch in our immigration system 
away from family reunification, away from accepting refugees and 
more geared toward accepting temporary foreign workers who have 
no rights in Canada, who are often subject to abuses and who are 
shipped home once their contract has been completed. This is not the 
immigration system that we on this side of the House want to see. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Madam Speaker, the member opposite 
went on several detours, but one was Sri Lanka. He seemed to imply 
that the bill had something to do with this government's policy there. 
There are many responses, many of them already taken by this 
government to the very worrying situation there, particularly the 
situation of Tamil refugees who have suffered from the conflict over 
years and even decades. 


Will the member opposite not agree that being soft on the human 
smugglers who brought two ships to the shores of British Columbia 
is not going to do anything to ameliorate the situation of Tamils in 
Sri Lanka or in other countries where they have taken refuge and that 
on the contrary, Tamils like other would-be refugees seeking a place 
in Canada want us to be generous by a system that respects and 
enforces the rules? 
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Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, the member knows that the 
bill does not crack down on human smuggling. The member knows 
that the Conservative government already has a whole range of 
measures to crack down on human smuggling. That is not the point 
or the intent of the bill. 


Perhaps the member could speak to this when, hopefully, he will 
rise in the House and defend the bill around the issue of what the 
Conservative government has not done when it comes to the 
systematic human rights violations taking place at this very moment 
in Sri Lanka. The government has not said that the Sri Lankan 
government has a responsibility to allow in human rights observers 
so we can see first-hand what is happening on the ground. 


The Conservative government has not taken the initiative to press 
the Sri Lankan government to stop the human rights abuses that are 
taking ‘place. Anecdotally we are getting evidence from across 
northern Sri Lanka that this is taking place by the Sri Lankan 
military. The government has not taken action at all and that is a 
disservice both to Canadian values on human rights. It is also a 
disservice to the hundreds of thousands of Canadians of Tamil origin 
who want the government to take action and Canadians of all origins 
who believe that Canada should be a voice for human rights around 
the world. 


September 20, 2011 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Madam Speaker, as I have heard the debate over the past 
two days, it seems the crux of the issue is that when is a deterrence to 
be an effective one without sideswiping those who are most 
vulnerable. I commend my colleague for bringing some of that out. I 
commend other colleagues as well for trying to bringing. out that 
argument. 


I worry and fear that in some of the arguments being used there is 
a subtext, which is we will keep most everybody out, Unfortunately 
that may include the most vulnerable. Could the member comment 
on that? 


Mr. Peter Julian: Madam Speaker, this is where we have 
hopefully set debate in the House that will allow the government to 
understand to what extent Canadians are concerned about this. 


We have seen the Conservative government, systematically over 
five years, close the door to refugees. This bill seems to close the 
door even further, and that is a fundamental repudiation of Canadian 
values. 

Hon. Jim Karygiannis (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Ma- 
dam Speaker, one has to look back in our history and examine the 
people who have come to our country, the people who have 
immigrated and the people who have come on ships seeking refuge. 


There are some examples of which the country might not be very 
proud. One of them was the Komagata Maru and the other one was 
the MV St. Louis. In both those examples, people were turned back. 
They were not even allowed to come to our shores. Years later 
governments apologized for what happened. 


I cannot forget back in the mid-1980s when a ship full of Punjabis 
came from India. As soon as it arrived on our shores, and I believe it 
was July 1987, the then Conservative government made the 
headlines such as, “We have been invaded”, or “They are arriving. 
Let's do away with them”. The House, if I remember correctly, was 
brought back in the middle of the summer in order to discuss that. 


I had the opportunity and pleasure of meeting some of those 
people, approximately 25 years later. I have seen them become 
productive citizens, with their families, who have gone on and are 
truly Canadians. Some of them even delved into politics. 


It brings us to today's situation with Bill C-4. It seems that it is like 
the Tamils are invading, the Tamils are coming. It is the Tamils, the 
Tamils. 


Let us examine why the Conservative government is raising the 
flag about the Tamils coming. Why are the headlines, “We have been 
invaded by the Tamils?” Why are we where we are today? 


The Tamil community certainly feels it has been targeted. | 
remember when Stockwell Day was the leader of this party and he 
showed up with a brush and went on to say that most of the Tamils 
were terrorists. Children in schools in my area, where I have a large 
Tamil population, were scared that if they went to school, they would 
be called Tamils. There were incidents where young ones were 
called terrorists and were being abused by other children. 


This went on and on over the years. I remember in the winter 
election of 2005-06, the Conservative Party and the minister today 
said that they would classify them as terrorists. 
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The government could have taken a look and said that there was a 
problem in Sri Lanka, that there was a civil war in Sri Lanka. It could 
have considered what it could do to intervene and find a solution. 
That was not the issue. The issue was helping Sri Lanka and the 
government of Sri Lanka, mostly Sinhalese, in order to alienate the 
Tamils, and that occurred. The Tamil community rose up and came 
out on the Hill and said that they wanted intervention. They wanted 
their government to speak, but nobody listened. 


The Liberals also turned a blind eye to it. It was everybody's fault 
for not listening, the results that occurred after the termination of the 
civil war. Hundreds of thousands of people were interned in Sri 
Lanka. There were horror stories of combatants who were executed. 
A Channel 4 video shows the government of Sri Lanka executing 
combatants who were arrested. There were stories about women who 
were raped, children were separated from their parents, and the 
stories go on and on. 


Even to this day, the Tamil community, not only in Canada but 
around the world, is calling for justice. Some of those people who 
were going through that hardship decided that enough was enough 
and that they were going to find a better life. They were going to 
seek refuge. 


Some people, when they come to Canada, find different means. 
They go from country to country. They come in here with illegal 
passports. They arrive at our shores and say that they are seeking 
refuge. 


These people decided, like the people of the Komagata Maru, 
back in the 1910s, that they were going to get on a boat and come to 
Canada. We had two boats, one in 2009, the Ocean Lady with 76 
Tamils, and in 2010, the Sun Sea with 492 Tamils. “Well, we have 
been invaded by the 568 people who came to our shores, and there 
were more boats”. 


The government decided back then that it would bring in 
legislation that was draconian. It did not have the numbers then, 
but it has the numbers now. Now the government is saying that it is 
going to go ahead with it and not listen. It is going to steamroll the 
legislation right through and use it as a tool to fund raise. 


@ (1745) 


In many constituencies we saw the ads that were played during the 
election. We see the outreach the Conservative Party is doing. It is 
using these two boats and this draconian bill in order to put a wedge 
right between the communities and between different ethnicities in 
Canada. It is going back to its reform base and saying, “Give us 
money in order for us to fight the war”. What war? Five hundred and 
sixty people arrived on our shores. Is that a war? 


We are debating a bill that died last year. The bill says to those 
people that if they come to Canada and the minister decides to arrest 
and detain them for a year, they cannot apply to land until five years 
later. 
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When people come to this country to seek refuge, they have a 
hearing. It can take anywhere from nine months to a year, maybe a 
little shorter, and then they have to apply in order to land. That is a 
humanitarian and compassionate process. They send their paperwork 
off to the case processing centre in Vegreville and it just sits and sits. 
If they are really, really lucky, maybe in four or five years they will 
be called in in order to land. If it is a concurrent application, which 
means the individual and his or her family are simultaneously 
applying, the individual lands and the family comes over. 


As we have it right now, we are separating refugees who come to 
our shores for anywhere between four to five years. If they come on 
a boat, they cannot apply until five years later and maybe, if the 
situation in their country has changed in those five years, we will 
send them back. 


For example, in 1939 the St. Louis came over full of Jewish 
people who were seeking refuge from Hitler. We might have kept 
them here for five years, but when 1945 rolls around, things have 
changed in Europe and we send them back. Where is the sense in all 
of this? People have to be looked at when they arrive here. We have 
to look at the conditions in their country at the time of their arrival. 


Let us talk specifically about the 492 Tamils and the 76 Tamils. If 
this law had been in force they would not have been allowed to apply 
for landing until five years had passed. It would take five years plus 
another four to five years before they were landed. That is 10 years. 
For example, a mother comes over but has separated herself from her 
child, perhaps because she has lost her husband. The child is five 
years old when she leaves. She is stranded, but she will not see her 
child for 10 years. A five year old has been left behind. The child 
will not see his or her mother until he or she is 15. The child will 
grow up without a mother, without a parent, but when that child 
turns 15 and if the child is really lucky and the minister has not 
changed his mind, the child might come to Canada. 


This is the draconian bill the Conservative government is bringing 
in. 


A couple of years ago, an inspector general from the UNHCR, Mr. 
Arnauld Akodjenou, spoke to the citizenship and immigration 
committee. We asked him how Canada was reaching out to the 
UNHCR and asked whether people's credentials and information 
could be provided as to whether they are really refugees or not. I 
asked him whether Canada had reached out. The answer was that 
they had not had anything from Canada. | 


What Canada was doing, and what Canada is doing under the 
current Conservative government, is going back to Sri Lanka and 
asking the Government of Sri Lanka whether these people are 
legitimate refugees. Somebody who is fleeing a situation comes to 
Canada and instead of going to the UNHCR and the inspector in 
order to ask him what to do, we send information back to Sri Lanka. 
If these people were to be deported, they would be the first ones to 
be hurt. | 


When the Sun Sea came in 2010 there was an article which stated: 


“The UNHCR supports the important work of law enforcement agencies in 
combating human smuggling....” 


Mr. Mahecic of the UNHCR went on to say: 
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“Tt is nonetheless important to recognize that while refugees...are a distinct group 
with critical protection needs. It is not a crime to seek asylum.” 


The article continued: 


Although the war has ended, the UNHCR says Tamils might still have legitimate 
reasons for seeking asylum. 


Let me repeat that, “Tamils might still have legitimate reasons for 
seeking asylum”. 


@ (1750) 


The bill we are debating today is putting the Tamil community at 
risk. This is not only in Bill C-4— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. The hon. member's time has 
elapsed. He may be able to elaborate during questions and 
comments. 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I appreciate the enthusiasm of my 
colleagues to get me on my feet. I also want to commend my 
colleague who sits in front of me for all the work he has done on 
immigration and certainly in his riding. 


In the debate that has been going on here a term that has been 
bandied about is “queue jumping”, which applies to the immigration 
system. When it comes to the issue of refugees, it is a concept that is 
not as tangible. I would like him to comment on that. Could he also 
make reference to what the Supreme Court decision would impose in 
this particular situation from this pending legislation? 


Hon. Jim Karygiannis: Madam Speaker, I do not consider the 
people who come to Canada to seek refuge to be queue jumpers. 
There are a lot of people who have come to this country, including a 
lot of people in the House, to seek refuge. 


In his question, my colleague from Newfoundland mentioned 
queue jumping. Let us examine queue jumping out of Sri Lanka. 
These are spousal cases. People are sponsoring their wives. There are 
a couple of files that I would like to bring to the attention of the 
House. 


A file was opened in my office on September 17, 2010. Today we 
received an announcement saying, “Please be advised that this 
application has passed on paper screening stage and is presently in 
queue for review”. The second one is dated March 11, 2011. To this 
day it is still in process. There is one from January 2011 and today 
we heard, “We are paper screening”. There is one from October 18, 
2010, and we heard today, “Please be informed that this file has been 
paper screened and it is in queue to be reviewed by an officer”. 


These are examples of people who are sponsoring their families, 
their wives and their husbands, and they are all from Sri Lanka. 
According to the minister's website it takes two months in the case 
processing centre in Mississauga and then it goes to Sri Lanka and it 
is supposed to be 13 months. These figures speak for themselves. It 
is not 13 months. It goes on. 


If any member of the Conservative Party were to stand and say 
that he or she does not think the Conservatives are targeting the 
Tamil community, I have news for that member. When Bill C-4 came 
forward the Conservatives did not even have the kindness to reach 
out to the Canadian Tamil Congress. 
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Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I appreciated the speech from my colleague. He did point 
out the danger inherent in other aspects of how the government 
approaches the human rights violations that continue to go on in Sri 
Lanka. What does he think the Canadian government should be 
doing to stop what are significant systemic and ongoing human 
rights violations taking place in northern Sri Lanka? 


Hon. Jim Karygiannis: Madam Speaker, before this bill was 
presented, the responsibility of a sound government, the responsi- 
bility of this government, was to reach out to the Tamil community 
and say, “Let us work with you”, to reach out to the stakeholders. 


Just this afternoon I was on the phone with the Canadian Tamil 
Congress, the national congress of Canadian Tamils that represents 
250,000 Tamils in this country. They do not know which person 
called them. No, I am sorry, the Conservative government has lost 
their phone number and their coordinates. The Conservatives have 
not called them. They should be ashamed of themselves. 


If the government is going to bring in any bill, any legislation, it 
has to go to the stakeholders. No stakeholders were consulted. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain (Manicouagan, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, let me start by saying that my speech today will stress a 
fundamentally philosophical tone. Thus, I do not intend to debate the 
form and the letter of the bill we have before us. My analysis is 
going to essentially look at background, culture and history. I will 
still refer to some of the concepts and terms used in the bill, but not 
more than that. 


Although the purpose of the proposed legislative measures is 
officially to prevent smugglers from abusing Canada's immigration 
system, we can easily see that a number of the elements that are 
tackled in the bill actually deal with immigration principles in the 
wider sense. Given the intrusive nature of those measures and the 
delegation of power that allows decisions to be made arbitrarily, we 
cannot avoid feeling that this draconian trend is a harbinger of the 
initiatives that this government is going to introduce in the coming 
years. This is not the first issue to show this shift to the right. 


Although the wording recognizes the social issue underlying the 
need for such a bill, it seems that it is no more than a pretext for 
imposing restrictive measures intended to reposition the Canadian 
government in immigration matters. If we study the bill before us, 
we can easily see that far too little effort is made to crack down on 
crime, that is, criminal wrongdoing or human trafficking. Rather it is 
a roundabout attempt to regulate immigration and the arrival of 
newcomers in Canada. 


My thoughts are thus informed by the historical background of 
immigration to Canada. I was born in the community of Uashat, an 
Innu community 700 kilometres north of Quebec City, and so my 
remarks will also be influenced by that concept. 


If the rules the Conservatives want to establish had been in place 
in centuries past, Canada as we know it today would simply not 
exist. 
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The country and the society we live in today are the heirs of the 
“irregular arrival”’—I am using the terms used in the bill—of 
immigrants to the continent. In short, a good number of Canadians, if 
not almost all Canadians, are themselves descended from sometimes 
massive, uncontrolled, disorderly and even self-interested immigra- 
tion. When I say that I come from Uashat it is important to 
understand—and this is what history teaches us—that Jacques 
Cartier very likely landed close to the current location of my 
community of Uashat. History also tells us that the Innu displayed 
boundless tolerance and acceptance. They even lavished the new 
arrivals with care, and the existence of so many Canadians today 
serves only to support this undeniable fact. 


Let us simply imagine that in the 16th century, when Jacques 
Cartier arrived, new arrivals suffering from advanced malnutrition 
had been put into preventive detention—so that their files could be 
reviewed—or that the authorities refused to consider the cases of 
immigrants suspected of the slightest criminal activity. There was no 
bureaucracy or those kinds of procedures at the time, but it serves to 
highlight a number of truths. It is unthinkable, is it not? We also 
understand that Canada was very likely populated by people who 
simply wanted to leave Europe or who had every reason to do so. 


And yet this is what we are witnessing today: measures that run 
counter to the generous and open character of Canada, where 
traditionally we have not had immigration policies designed to 
circumscribe the admission of newcomers to the land. Traditionally, 
the Innu had a somewhat broad, somewhat vague vision of the 
concept of land ownership, which is still true today. So when the 
newcomers showed up, they simply shared the land, which was huge 
in any event, as well as the resources. They exhibited unbounded 
openness. This is the approach that should be taken in measures to 
regulate immigration to Canada, in keeping with that traditional 
intent and the interaction that took place several centuries ago. 


That said, it is important to consider the social aspect that 
underlies the enactment of legislation of this nature. My eyes 
stopped on certain provisions that even provide for an inference of 
criminal activity or criminal organizations in the group. So there is 
very little guidance here, to my mind, and without a lengthy 
preamble, there is no definition of certain concepts in this new bill. 


® (1800) 


Without a lengthy preamble, there is no definition of certain 
concepts in this new bill. 


Given the coercive nature of the proposed legislation and its 
excessive delegation of discretionary powers to the Minister of 
Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism, it stifles much of the 
immigration we see in Canada. The door has been opened too wide. 
The definition and the discretion are too broad. Everything is subject 
to interpretation and there is nothing objective about any of it. 


When taken as a whole, and in its present form, the bill 
contravenes Canada’s obligations in relation to human rights and the 
rights of refugees, and breaks with a Canadian policy, we might even 
say a Canadian tradition, that is firmly entrenched and that takes a 
positive view of immigration and the admission of refugees, a 
century-old tradition. 


1274 


Government Orders 


As I understand the text of the bill, we would be well advised to 
reassess a number of the proposed parameters for the methods of 
punishing human trafficking that it contains and transfer authority to 
the Royal Canadian Mounted Police, which already has skilled 
investigators among its members, and allocate it a budget 
proportionate to the workload associated with managing human 
trafficking cases within Canada. 


The legislation, which has gone off track, should therefore have 
certain provisions removed, at the very least, and this authority 
should be transferred to an organization that has already demon- 
strated its investigative prowess in the past. 


The bill clearly will not reduce the extent of human trafficking 
within Canada; rather, it will bring with it a lot of stigma that will 
ultimately be borne by all immigrants and legitimate refugees in the 
country. 


@ (1805) 


Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik— 
Eeyou, NDP): Madam Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague 
from Manicouagan for his excellent presentation and philosophical 
approach. 


A number of years ago, when Preston Manning led a previous 
iteration of the Conservative party, he said that Canada had too many 
immigrants. A caricature appeared in the Globe and Mail of an 
aboriginal grand chief with his arms crossed saying, “My words 
exactly”. 


I would say to the member for Manicouagan that this is not an 
accurate portrayal of Aboriginals today. The generosity shown by 
Aboriginals to those who first came here still underpins the 
philosophy of the First Nations and has long been the philosophy 
of our party, the NDP, on this side of the House. 


Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain: Madam Speaker, I thank my 
colleague for his question. It is true, the community I come from 
makes it a point of honour to ensure that these traditional 
philosophies remain the basis for our values and what the people 
in my riding have access to. So, yes, it is still true in 2011. The Innus 
from Uashat make it a point of honour to show great openness to 
others, which also benefits us. 


Mrs. Sadia Groguhé (Saint-Lambert, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
would like to thank my colleague for his speech which, although 
rather philosophical, was a reminder of just how truly generous 
aboriginal people are. 


Can my colleague explain why, in his opinion, this bill is 
completely unconstitutional? 


Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain: Madam Speaker, this is perhaps 
the lawyer in me speaking, but upon reading the proposed legislation 
I came across a number of areas that could be challenged, and I can 
tell you that right now this bill will certainly cause more problems 
than it will provide solutions, and that it is well outside the current 
scope of the legislation. 


As a lawyer, it is clear to me that this legislation could be 
challenged, and I am probably not the only person in Canada to feel 
this way. From a constitutional standpoint—and again this goes 
beyond the scope of my current remarks—you can believe me when 
I say that the constitutionality of this legislation is questionable. 
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Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, I have before me the short title of the act, 
which is "Preventing Human Smugglers from Abusing Canada's 
Immigration System Act". Yet, my colleague's speech was quite 
relevant and did not cover smugglers so much as how refugees are 
accepted in our country. I would have been proud if my colleague 
had said that this act would enable us to welcome settlers as we did 
many years ago, but that was not quite the scope of his speech. 


I would like my colleague to share with us his reaction to the 
difference or the gap between the title of the act and how refugees 
are welcomed. 


Mr. Jonathan Genest-Jourdain: Madam Speaker, I thank my 
colleague for her question. 


Simply reading the title of the bill or its subtitle, we might 
consider that someone wants to get tough on crime, but at the end of 
the day, when we look at it, we can easily see that there is too little 
focus on smugglers and the problem they represent. Misappropria- 
tion takes place and can be seen on the ground, but too much effort is 
put into repressing and strictly controlling new arrivals to Canada. 
This can be distorted and deserves a full re-evaluation. 


[English] 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, like many of my colleagues I spent the 
summer in my riding, Pierrefonds—Dollard, a riding in which more 
than 30% of the people are immigrants who have come to Canada 
from all over the world to search for a better way of life for 
themselves and for their children. I therefore often had the 
opportunity to take up discussions about issues relating to 
immigration. I heard a lot of frustrations and concerns about the 
management of immigration in Canada. 


® (1810) 


[Translation] 


My introductory remarks may appear unrelated to the bill being 
discussed today, and I understand that the connection may seem 
tenuous, however I ask for your indulgence. I cannot open my 
remarks today without relaying the disappointment felt by my fellow 
citizens at our failure today to discuss their true concerns, such as 
immigration application processing times, the non-recognition of 
foreign credentials, and the dearth of funding for immigrant 
settlement and adaptation assistance. 


Now that I have conveyed this displeasure, and since the 
discussion today concerns not this issue but rather coercive action 
against refugees, I shall now address Bill C-4. 


[English] 


I would like now to turn to research from Amnesty International, 
which shows that in Australia, unsympathetic views from the 
population toward asylum seekers are not racially motivated, nor do 
they stem from a lack of compassion; rather, the research found that 
community fear of asylum seekers stems from the media and both 
major political parties. 
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I think it is fair to suspect that our own government is guilty of 
diffusing such fears. Let us think back, for example, to 2009 and 
2010, when immigrants arrived off the shores of B.C. in two 
different vessels, and the Conservative government of the day 
showed fear that a significant number of those individuals might 
have links with the Tamil Tigers, a listed terrorist organization. On 
that particular matter, Amnesty International reminds us that it is 
legal to seek asylum by boat under international and domestic law, 
and that nearly all asylum seekers who arrive by boat are real 
refugees. 


This bill would in fact create two classes of refugees: one class of 
refugees who arrive by boat, and another class made up of all the 
others. In this regard, the Canadian Council for Refugees states that 
this is discriminatory and contrary to the charter, which guarantees 
equality before the law. 


[Translation] 


My colleague from Saint-Lambert made a very interesting remark: 
people do not necessarily choose how they escape a natural disaster 
or menacing regime; they take the first opportunity that arises to save 
their lives or that of their children. I know that it is inconceivable, 
but this bill would create two classes of refugees based on method of 
arrival. 


One could be forgiven for wondering why the government has 
introduced this bill when it has made previous attempts to pass 
similar legislation. Why has the government not opted instead to 
introduce changes to assist in combating traffickers rather than 
refugees? I just alluded to the disparity in the treatment reserved for 
the two classes of refugees under this bill, but more to the point, this 
government is engaging in the rhetoric of fear. They refer to 
immigrants as potential terrorists. They speak of security rather than 
of issues involving immigration and ‘citizenship. And yet, I believe 
this to be a matter of immigration and citizenship rather than national 
security. 


On another note, I should stress that this bill would allow for the 
arbitrary detention of refugees. This matter has been discussed at 
length, so I will not belabour the point, but this bill could authorize 
the detention of refugees on the basis of the minister's suspicions or 
the refugee’s method of arrival. I would however like to focus 
specifically on the treatment of children under this bill. 


I join my voice to that of the Canadian Counsel for Refugees and 
many other organizations that condemn the raft of measures 
proposed in Bill C-4, measures that fly in the face of our obligations 
to refugees and, of course, to children. Indeed, in addition to the 
proposed measures regarding detention, this bill would slow down 
the family reunification application process and prohibit applications 
to travel abroad for a period of several years. 


On the matter of child detention, the Australian Human Rights 
Commission tabled a brief in May 2004 in the Australian parliament 
stating that child refugee detainees’ rights were repeatedly violated. 
More specifically, the Commission reported that Australian immi- 
gration detention law fails to protect children's mental health, 
provide appropriate health care, protect children's right to an 
education, and does not necessarily protect children in need of 
assistance or those with a disability. 
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Children arriving in Canada already face a number of challenges, 
even if they arrive under optimal conditions. They have to learn the 
language and adapt to the climate, a new culture and a new school 
system that is very different, and often they then have to help their 
parents and family integrate into this new country when they are 
sometimes the only one in the family who knows the language or the 
culture. With these coercive measures, children will hardly be 
arriving under optimal conditions conducive to their integration into 
the country. 


We have every right to wonder if Bill C-4 aims to protect the 
rights of these children whom the government plans to so summarily 
detain if they are refugees that are suspicious or arrive by boat. 


Our country signed the Convention on the Rights of the Child, and 
I am very proud of that fact. This convention states that signatory 
states must take legislative, administrative, social and educational 
measures to protect children and to prevent all types of abuse, 
neglect or negligent treatment. Those protection measures are not 
being discussed today. We are talking about Bill C-4 and the 
possibility of detaining children, but we are not talking about what 
else will be put in place to protect these children who may be put 
into detention centres. What will be done to ensure that these 
children receive an education and care? That is not being discussed, 
and that is very worrying. 


The New Democratic Party promised Canadians that it would 
develop a fair, efficient, transparent and accountable immigration 
system and that it would put an end to restrictive immigration 
measures rooted in secrecy and arbitrary decisions by ministers. 


@ (1815) 


We also think it is important to increase resources to reduce the 
unacceptable backlogs in processing immigration applications, with 
an emphasis on speeding up family reunification. These are certainly 
not priorities that are reflected in Bill C-4. 


The problem is that the Conservatives are saying that this bill will 
help reduce the magnitude of human trafficking. In reality, the bill as 
currently worded puts too much: power in the hands of the 
immigration minister and unfairly penalizes refugees, as we 
discussed just now with my colleague. We see more than just 
measures for reducing trafficking. We also see measures that 
penalize newcomers. 


My colleagues and I agree that we have to address trafficking and 
smugglers, but we are seeing more than that. The thing that worries 
me about this bill is the way refugees are treated. 


Refugee determination by independent decision-makers is a 
fundamental aspect of a fair justice system. The way we receive 
refugees is often cited by the international community as a model of 
fair treatment, but this bill risks putting us in another category. It 
would not be the last time we disappointed the international 
community. 


Can the minister tell us when the government is going to stop 
going after refugees and focus only on the criminals? 
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Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I thank the member for Pierrefonds—Dollard for another 
fine speech in the House. 


I know that her riding, like mine, is quite diverse. I would like to 
know what she thinks of the immigration system as it is presently 
managed by the Conservative government. In my riding, we receive 
many complaints about the fact that it is a poorly managed system 
and that it penalizes new Canadians. We are now seeing bills along 
the same lines. I would like to know what she thinks of how this 
government is managing the immigration system. 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe: Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleague for asking me this question as it gives me another 
opportunity to highlight the concerns of the people of my riding. 


Wait times are horrible. People who are refused rarely understand 
why, and cannot speak to anyone about the reason for the refusal or 
what steps to take next. 


People are unable to have their credentials recognized and it is 
shameful every time a fellow citizen tells me about this problem. In 
fact, we seek out skilled people. We go to their country and tell them 
to come to Canada where they will have an incredible quality of life 
as well as work. When they get here, after leaving behind everything 
and trusting our representatives abroad, they are unable to find work 
and their credentials are not recognized. They are intelligent people 
who have been trained at no cost to our country, and they are not 
allowed to work. 


These are just a few examples of the frustrations of citizens in my 
riding as well as in other ridings. I hope we will be able to address 
this soon. 

[English | 

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, in the introduction of Bill C-4, the minister and others on 
the government benches talked about how this bill would target the 
profiteers and smugglers. We in the Liberal Party and, I believe, 
most, if not all, members of the opposition have indicated that they 
are not really the primary victims. The primary victims are the 
refugees seeking asylum. I would suggest that the number of 
profiteers or smugglers, which this bill is actually named after and, 
apparently, targeting, who will be impacted is pretty close to zero, if 
not zero. 


Does the member want to comment on the title of the bill and on 
how the government seems to be of the opinion that this bill targets 
profiteers or smugglers? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe: Madam Speaker, I would like 
to thank my colleague for his question. 


If this bill were simply about smugglers, we would not be having 
this debate today. Since so many of us are raising our concerns about 
the treatment of refugees, there is obviously something wrong with 
the bill and we are not ready to support it. 


I would like to add something here. Yesterday, I spoke to a 10- 
year-old. He told me that we adopted the British criminal law system 
in Canada because we felt it was more fair and allowed for a person 
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to be considered innocent until proven guilty. We even read a page 
from his history book. It was wonderful. When we finished reading, 
I kept myself from saying that it could all change soon. I hope that 
we will still be proud in the future to read our history books that we 
are innocent until proven otherwise. This bill, which would lead to 
detaining people on suspicion or because they arrived by boat, does 
not convince me that I will still be proud to read a history book with 
a child in a few years. 


[English] 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Windsor West may 
begin his intervention but I will have to interrupt him at 6:30. 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
guess I will wind down this debate here today. A lot of facts in the 
bill are still out there in terms of specifics that the minister could do 
to really ramp up his powers. However, I would like to talk more 
about the personal aspect of this. 


I used to work at the Multicultural Council of Windsor and Essex 
County and I dealt with not just new Canadians but sometimes 
people who came through the refugee system. It is important that we 
talk a little about the people who would be affected because, at the 
end of the day, some of them may be our neighbours, friends and 
family. They are not just soulless people looking to sponge off 
Canada, which is often the perception presented by those who are for 
this bill indirectly. It is there. I can feel it in the House here that they 
understand people have a certain advantage to take from Canada 
versus a contribution. 


We must remember that refugees come here because they or their 
families are under physical threat of rape, torture or a series of 
different things. They often give up every cent they have for the 
chance at a better life. Sometimes they do not know the language. 
Sometimes they do not trust the people in whom they are putting 
their families' lives but they know it is a better chance for them and 
their survival at that moment in time than the alternative in their own 
home country. 


We can just imagine that the place where we grew up, where we 
had our family and where we wanted to have a future becomes too 
dangerous for us to stay. People decide to risk everything to go to a 
country like Canada which has been a beacon in many respects for 
the globe and here we are out to punish them. 


I cannot think of a single refugee, be it a man or a woman, who 
walked into the doors of that agency who would have benefited from 
jail time. I cannot think of a single instance when that would have 
been necessary for the people I served. I can only imagine the horror 
situations that we will face when we lock up families up to a year or 
even for a few months. 


There is mental, physical and emotional grief and stress of not 
knowing one's future not only on the streets of the country where one 
may be dependent upon social services and other not for profits that 
remarkably help people every single day, but if the refugees go 
through our system they become Canadian citizens, taxpayers and 
contributors. Many have come through this system and have left a 
mark on our country. 
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If these people are deemed not to be valid through our system, I do 
not want them going back worse. I do not want them going back 
with more trauma. I am willing to face the consequences that we live 
in a world that we cannot turn our backs on. There are evil people 
out there who take advantage of people on a regular basis, but those 
victims do not need to be turned away. They need to be supported. 
We are on one planet here. 


We seem to forget that. We think it is a free ride to come over here 
and people will have a great ticket and never contribute. That is not 
what is happening on the streets and that is not what is happening 
with our immigration policies. We know that when people come here 
they often work harder, take less social assistance and often 
contribute more. They are like anybody else. They have their 
chances and once they get here they take those chances and put them 
to good use. ; 


In the youth programs I used to run, we had eight youth who were 
born in Canada and making bad decisions. We put them with eight 
youth who were new to Canada and could not figure things out. We 
mixed them together and our program had over a 90% success rate 
where they either went back to school or found a job. The reason was 
that there was a thirst from the new people who were coming here to 
have a better opportunity. They remembered some of the war-torn 
countries they came from and the people they left behind who they 
missed so dearly, but they had to move on with their lives and, in 
moving on with their lives, they were grateful to a country that had 
taken them in. | | 


We are a multicultural country, so when we see these issues and 
the connections to families that are being broken, that is wrong 
because we have asked people to come here. 


-@ (1825) 


We cannot sustain our society without immigration and without 
refugees coming here. We cannot sustain the lifestyle that we enjoy 
right now. That is a fact. We cannot afford our pension system. We 
cannot afford the trading deficits we have. We cannot afford any of 
those things. Therefore, we need a workable system. The refugees 
coming through this system are good people who contribute to our 
society. 


To intern people for up to a year is wrong. What would happen if 
parents and families are broken up and some are released and others 
are not? 


Let us think of refugees as contributing to and not taking away 
from our society. 


@ (1830) 


The Deputy Speaker: I regret to interrupt the hon. member. He 
will have four minutes when the bill comes back for debate. 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 
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[Translation] 
NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Ms. Élaine Michaud (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, we have recently learned from a report commis- 
sioned by the Minister of National Defence that the government 
plans to cut jobs in the Canadian Forces. This report was produced 
by a committee that was struck in June 2010, and headed up by 
General Andrew Leslie, to plan the restructuring of the Canadian 
Forces. 


This report proposes radical measures supposedly intended to try 
to make the forces more efficient. It recommends massive cuts to 
military and civilian jobs and the transformation of thousands of 
stable, full-time jobs into part-time positions, but according to 
General Leslie, it is merely to trim the fat. 


The general recommends that the Minister of National Defence 
reassign or simply eliminate 11,000 positions among the 145,000 
existing positions. In addition, at least 4,500 reservists who currently 
work full time would have to fill precarious, part-time positions. 
Lastly, DND would also have to reduce its use of external 
consultants, who are often retired officers, by 30%. 


This favoured consultant of the Minister of National Defence goes 
much further. He recommends being prepared to accept the risk of 
completely eliminating certain organizations of the Canadian Armed 
Forces. Given these recommendations, there is truly cause for 
concern for the members of our valiant army who have dedicated 
themselves to serving our country. During the last election 
campaign, the NDP committed to maintaining DND's budget, and 
that is the position that my colleagues and I are defending today. 


The Valcartier military base is located in my riding of Portneuf— 
Jacques Cartier. The base employs approximately 7,000 men and 
women, civilian and military. As a result of the leak of this fairly 
disturbing report, all of these people want to know whether the 
government is really going to cut their already tight operating 
budget. 


The Valcartier military base is home to the Royal 22° Régiment, 
which has a very special place in the hearts of Quebeckers because 
of its remarkable history. It is the only regular regiment in Canada 
that is entirely francophone. Since it was created, the members of the 
Royal 22° Régiment have participated in virtually all of Canada's 
military operations, including the two world wars and, of course, the 
war in Afghanistan. 


The Royal 22° Régiment is made up of approximately five 
battalions of soldiers, including two reserve battalions. Most of its 
members are deployed to the Valcartier base. 


In addition to the Royal 22° Régiment, the Valcartier base also 
houses the Valcartier Army Cadet Summer Training Centre. All 
these young people are the army's future and they deserve to have 
access to the best resources and the best instructors. If we go by 
General Leslie's report, essential services for these passionate young 
cadets could suddenly be taken away as a result of draconian cuts to 
staff. 
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The Valcartier military base is a major economic engine for 
neighbouring communities, such as Shannon and Saint-Gabriel-de- 
Valcartier. Each position that is cut will likely have a very negative 
effect on the citizens of Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier. 


General Andrew Leslie's report proposes many brutal cuts, and the 
citizens of Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier are very concerned. The 
7,000 employees of the Valcartier military base demand to know 
whether the government will follow General Leslie's recommenda- 
tions and what the consequences of implementing these massive cuts 
will be. 


Can the Minister of National Defence or his representative 
confirm to people in my region that there will be no cuts to the 
Valcartier base? 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Madam Speaker, I would like to thank 
the member for Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier for her important 
question. 


The government understands just how much the Valcartier base 
drives the economy of its region, of Quebec and of Canada. We also 
understand the role that this military base has played in our past and 
present military history. I would like to thank all our Canadian 
Forces members from Valcartier and from the Royal 22nd Regiment 
who participated in the mission in Afghanistan and for helping with 
the effects of the flooding of the Vallée-du-Richelieu last spring. But 
the future and the evolution of this base are part of an overall 
Canadian armed forces strategy that is national, of course. 


In 2008, our government articulated its vision for the Canadian 
Forces in the Canada First Defence Strategy. This strategy calls on 
the Canadian Forces to achieve a level of ambition that enables it to 
meet the country's defence needs, enhance the safety of Canadians 
and support the government's foreign policy and national security 
objectives. 


To deliver on this level of ambition, the Canadian Forces will 
maintain its ability to conduct six core missions: conduct daily 
domestic and continental operations; support a major international 
event in Canada; respond to a major terrorist attack; support civilian 
authorities during a crisis, as we saw in Vallée-du-Richelieu this 
year; lead or conduct a major international operation for an extended 
period, in Afghanistan and Libya, for example; deploy forces in 
response to a crisis elsewhere in the world for shorter periods. 


To facilitate the military's efforts in meeting this level of ambition, 
the government committed to providing stable, predictable funding 
as well as the right equipment and training, and also to working in 
partnership with Canadian industry. The Government of Canada 
remains committed to providing the men and women of the 
Canadian armed forces with what they need to take on the 
challenges of the 21st century. 


Since this government took office, the defence budget has grown 
by almost $8 billion—an average of over $1 billion a year. Of 
course, the Valcartier military base felt the effects of these increases. 
After years of this unprecedented growth, Canadians are tightening 
their belts from coast to coast to coast in the face of the global 
economic downturn and the slow global recovery. 
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So too must the Department of National Defence in order to make 
the best use of tax dollars. Canadians expect the government to be 
even more vigilant with their money during tough economic times. 
As stated in Budget 2011, the Department of National Defence is on 
track to achieving the savings required to meet the commitment to 
restrain growth in defence spending by: increasing its efficiency and 
effectiveness of program delivery, focusing on its core role, and 
meeting the priorities of Canadians. 


We cannot do everything, and the department used the 2010 
strategic review process to examine its spending to identify savings 
of $525 million in 2012-13 and $1 billion annually thereafter, 
starting in 2013-14. 


@ (1835) 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I am sorry to interrupt the 
parliamentary secretary but I am going to give the floor to the hon. 
member for Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier. The parliamentary secretary 
can then comment. 


Ms. Elaine Michaud: Madam Speaker, I will be generous and ask 
my question again so that I will have the opportunity to discuss this 
issue with the hon. member. What I have been hearing, at least up to 
this point, is “increase effectiveness”. This seems to be an 
administrative euphemism for “major cuts to staff’. I do not know 
yet whether these cuts will directly affect the Valcartier military base. 
That is what I would like to know. I will give the hon. member the 
opportunity to answer this question. 


e (1840) 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Madam Speaker, the government remains 
committed to supporting the needs of soldiers in order to allow our 
troops to continue performing the important tasks we assign them. 
More than ever, during these difficult economic times, the 
department 1s taking its role as a steward of public resources very 
seriously. It is doing everything possible to ensure sound financial 
management of taxpayers' money by spending responsibly. 


Every government department and agency, including the Depart- 
ment of National Defence and the Canadian Forces, will have to 
manage their activities within the constraints imposed in the 
operating budgets. Following the department's participation in the 
strategic review, millions of taxpayer dollars will be saved over the 
next few years. 


[English] 
CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
this summer the case of the Maeng family gave Canadians an 
opportunity to observe and reflect upon certain aspects of our 
immigration system. Specifically, Canadians reflected upon the 
inadmissibility of an individual on the grounds that he or she “might 
reasonably be expected to cause excessive demand on health or 
social services.” 
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When this Moncton family was denied permanent residency and 
ordered to return to South Korea, Canadians were shocked. The 
Maengs seem to be a perfect example of the Canadian immigrant 
success story. They are successful small business owners. Their 
eldest child was a student at Dalhousie University, on his way to 
becoming a dentist. They lived in Canada for seven years and had 
obviously established roots in, and a deep connection with, our 
community. 


Canadians were most concerned about the reason for the family's 
residency denial, the fact that the youngest child, Sung-Joo is 
autistic. It was determined that the boy would be too much of a 
burden on the health care system and other aspects of our social 
safety net. 


When I rose in this House on June 7, I asked the minister if he 
would reconsider the decision to send the Maengs back to Korea. At 
the time the minister said that he would not comment on the case but 
claimed that we have a fair process and that the Maengs had been 
through that process. 


I should note that the minister later decided to grant the family a 
temporary reprieve for three years while the permanent residency 
process continues. I congratulate the minister on that decision. 


While Canadians were happy with this change of heart, the 
questions remain. I think most, if not all, Canadians agree with the 
principle that a person should not be granted permanent residency 
status if the person represents an unacceptable or extraordinary 
burden on our social safety net. However, it is in the narrow 
application of this principle that we raise concerns. 


My question tonight is directly related to the Maeng case. Why is 
autism considered a condition that would place an undue burden on 
our system? I think many Canadians would be surprised or even 
insulted to hear that their government considers autism to be such a 
drain. 


People with autism spectrum disorder, ASD, are not considered 
sick by most Canadians. ASD is a developmental disability that may 
require intervention from medical and educational professionals. 
However, Canadians realize that autistic individuals make great 
contributions to our society. | 


With the proper treatment and resources, autistic individuals can 
and do excel in life and work. They can be productive members of 
our society. They are always cherished individuals in our commu- 
nities. 


This Sunday people across Canada and in the United States will 
gather together for the fourth annual Walk Now for Autism Speaks. I 
will be joining that walk at Nat Bailey Stadium in Vancouver 
Kingsway to show my support for better government policy and 
more resources for people with autism and their families. 


People with ASD are valued for their economic contributions and 
are important members of our families. Our lives are enriched by the 
perspectives and diversity that come with sharing our lives with 
people with all kinds of developmental disabilities. 


Upon reflecting on this rule, I am also reminded of a case in my 
own riding where a live-in caregiver could not bring her daughter to 
live with her due to a medical condition that had developed in the 
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years since she had come to Canada. After years of being separated 
from her family, toiling away in Canada working as a caregiver on 
the promise that her family could join her, this rule kicked in and her 
dreams were crushed. 


There is a very simple solution to this problem. Have the family 
get medical checks at the beginning of the process and accept that in 
the intervening years one or more may become sick. It is not very 
much to ask. 


Clearly there is an inherent injustice in the application of this rule. 
Will the minister commit to review the application of the rules 
governing inadmissibility on the grounds of presenting a burden to 
the Canadian system in an effort to make it fair for everyone? 


Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Madam Speaker, I appreciate 
the opportunity to respond this evening to the question put and also 
to comment that I look forward to working with my hon. colleague 
on the Standing Committee on Citizenship Immigration and 
Multiculturalism. 


I appreciate the depth with which he is at least attempting to put 
forward in a positive way. He and I could spend some time dealing 
with the scope and magnitude of the issues that the Immigration and 
Refugee Board faces when it has to make decisions with respect to 
individuals. 


_ [really do want to try to address the issue. It is an interesting point 

and one that deserves an answer, but it is very difficult. We are not in 
any way, shape or form allowed to divulge personal information, the 
personal decision-making process about individuals or families who 
make application to come to Canada, under many different 
magnitudes and many different opportunities. I find it difficult, 
based on the fact that the hon. member has pointed out a very 
specific case. He has the details. He has obviously been given 
authority by the family to speak to those details. We, as a 
government, are not in a position to do that. 


Quite frankly, I do find that somewhat frustrating and difficult. In 
my years as parliamentary secretary at Citizenship and Immigration, 
I have noticed time and time again that members of the opposition 
speak to individual cases. Many of those times, those questions that 
arise during question period are not cases that have been brought 
forward by that individual to either myself or to the minister to 
review or at least accept the issue, the concern, on a private basis. 
Generally speaking, they are done in a way that those issues have 
been brought out through the media. The individuals, the families 
have gone to the media to discuss these issues and think it is a way 
that will somehow assist them in their case. 


I can assure the House that it does not assist anyone. It does not 
assist the government, or the individual or the family. It certainly 
does not assist members of Parliament who have brought these 
forward, unless members do so because it would somehow assist 
them in their goals as opposition members to try to make the 
government look bad. I am certainly not suggesting that my 
colleague, the critic of the opposition party, is doing it for that 
reason. I do not believe that, but I believe a number of members of 
Parliament bring these issues up during question period to do that. 
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I ask this evening that all opposition members, who determine that 
cases like this, cases that they believe will offer them some sort of 
media hype or media attention or assist them in their own careers, 
not to do it in this way. 


The way we should be working through this process is simply by 
speaking to each other, obviously an individual member of 
Parliament from the opposition speaking with myself as the 
parliamentary secretary or speaking with the minister in order to 
try to assist them with the individual case. It really makes it difficult 
for me to speak to an issue that the member has brought forward with 
respect to illness on the one hand and on the other hand in his 
specific case, the issue of autism and the impact that has on an 
individual's opportunity to come to Canada, whether it be through 
permanent residency or whether it would be to study, whatever that 
issue may be. 


However, as members of the opposition know, before they stand 
to ask these questions, they will not get a specific answer. We are 
simply not allowed to proceed and put forward an individual 
member's private issues under our Privacy Act. 


@ (1845) 


Mr. Don Davies: Madam Speaker, I am not raising an individual 
specific case tonight; I am raising an issue of policy. 


As well, I think it is fair to say that when individuals are frustrated 
by poor government policy, they often use the media and the 
opposition to raise those issues, and that is how positive change is 
made in our country. 


People with autism deserve our support and nurturing. They 
deserve our understanding, welcoming and full integration in all 
aspects of our society. 


Canada should play a leading role on the world stage by 
demonstrating that autism is something to be understood and 
accepted. Autism must never be a barrier to citizenship. 


With respect to live-in caregivers, the only just approach is to 
assess the medical conditions of families once and before they make 
profound sacrifices. Live-in caregivers should be united with their 
families immediately upon entry to Canada. We must stop this 
unjustified and painful separation of families. 


Caregivers should be granted permanent residency immediately 
upon entry to Canada. They should be able to bring spouses and 
children with them and their family members should also get work 
permits. 


Current government policy treats people with autism as undesir- 
able citizens. Current government policy separates families. Keeping 
families together is the NDP way. Why is not the government's way? 


@ (1850) 


Mr. Rick Dykstra: Madam Speaker, I can absolutely go through a 
host of issues, resolutions and legislation that we have passed in the 
House of Commons that deal exactly with what the member is 
speaking to. 


I would suggest to him that there is a third way for us to work 
through these issues, and that is in consultation with each other. We 
did it with Bill C-11, the refugee reform act, and we did it with Bill 
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C-35, the crooked consultants act. In the last Parliament, with a 
minority government, these two major pieces of legislation went 
through with unanimous consent from all parties. I suggest to him 
that the third way to do that is for us to sit down and continue to 
work together, to work in committee to bring these issues together, 
and we will work as a government to try to solve them. 


OIL AND GAS INDUSTRY 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Madam Speaker, Canadians 
across the country are talking about fracking, meaning hydraulic 
fracturation, and the shale gas industry. They want to know what the 
fracking process entails. They want to know how it is being done 
and the potential impacts of fracking. They also want to know where 
it is being done. Most of all, Canadians want assurance that there are 
systems in place to protect their environment and their health. 


Last year the former environment minister told us that shale gas 
regulations were “a work in progress”, despite the fact that hydraulic 
fracturation has been used in Canada for years. When I asked the 
government about the status of these regulations on June 22 of this 
year, no timeline was given. Therefore, I am here tonight to ask the 
government again. Regulations have been promised; it has been over 
a year; when can we actually see these regulations? 


The current minister said that the government would engage itself 
on the issue. In fact, he said on June 16, with respect to shale gas 
projects, “The federal government has an interest and can involve 
itself when a threat is perceived and reported”. When I asked a 
question on shale gas regulations, the response on June 22 of this 
year by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the 
Environment was, “Environment Canada officials have been given 
the opportunity to comment on provincial and territorial environ- 
mental assessments”. 


At the beginning of the summer, the government clearly stated 
that ministry officials were looking into the issue of environmental 
and health impacts of fracking and that the government was prepared 
to respond to threats to the environment. However, only a few weeks 
later it announced massive cuts at the department. How will the 
government respond when it is cutting 11% of Environment 
Canada's staffing positions and 20% of its budget? 


On top of this, it has announced a 43% budget cut at the Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Agency. This cut will cripple the 
agency's ability to prepare for and respond to threats to the 
environment, including proposed new oil and gas projects like 
hydraulic fracturation, which is an exploratory mining technique. 


It is important to keep in mind that during the 2011 Speech from 
the Throne, the Canadian Conservative government reasserted its 
commitment to improving federal environmental assessments, which 
makes it even more disturbing that it is now actually gutting the very 
institutions that carry out this environmental oversight. 
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Many of the concerns that Canadians have with fracking have to 
do with potential impacts on our drinking water systems, but again 
the government has announced cuts that will come to programs like 
the action plan on clean water, even though the former environment 
minister said last March that this plan was a priority. The 
government has delayed the regulations on fracking and now has 
made cuts to programs that will protect drinking water. These are the 
very issues that these kinds of regulations should be addressing. It is 
clearly problematic, and I hope that the parliamentary secretary will 
be able to shed some light on the reasons behind the government's 
actions. 


Earlier today I asked the minister in the House if he would provide 
parliamentarians with the analysis that proves his claims that 
Environment Canada's functions will not be affected by these 
massive cuts. He chose not to answer the question, nor has he been 
able to point to what the government considers core programming. I 
consider these programs core programming. Considering the wide 
range of program cuts that are expected, it does not seem as though 
the government considers any of the programs to be a core function 
of this department. 


Therefore, I ask the parliamentary secretary this: can she provide 
the evidence I have asked for time and time again in the House on 
how the government will keep our environment healthy and our 
water safe, and when will the government move forward with the 
fracking regulations it said it was going to create? 

@ (1855) 

Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment, CPC): Madam Speaker, shale gas 
is an important strategic resource that could provide numerous 
economic benefits to Canada. Canada's abundant supply of clean 
burning natural gas would help strengthen Canada's position as a 
clean energy superpower. 


Our government recognizes that a healthy environment and a 
strong economy go hand in hand. Our government has taken action 
in several areas to ensure stewardship of our natural environment, 
including our action plan for clean water and our clean air regulatory 
agenda. 


At the same time, the member opposite must be cognizant that 
jurisdiction ultimately lies with the provinces to determine how or if 
shale gas resources will be developed. Provinces also manage 
environmental impacts of resource development through their 
regulatory systems. 


Federally, involvement in resource development falls under the 
mandate of several departments, agencies and boards. 


Environment Canada is working within its jurisdiction to examine 
potential environmental issues related to shale gas development to 
further our government's strong commitment to the conservation of 
Canada's natural heritage and the safe, responsible and sustainable 
development of our nation's natural resources. 


Via the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, Environment 
Canada provides expertise and advice in relation to both federal and 
provincial environmental assessments. 
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To help understand any potential environmental impacts of shale 
gas development, the Minister of the Environment has undertaken 
the following initiatives. 


The minister has recommended a proposal to the Council of 
Canadian Academies for an independent, expert panel assessment of 
the state of scientific knowledge on potential environmental impacts 
from the development of Canada's shale gas resources. 


The minister has also asked Environment Canada officials to 
develop an in-house work plan to examine any potential environ- 
mental aspects of shale gas development. 


Working with industry on this matter is also important. I welcome 
the recent announcement by the Canadian Association of Petroleum 
Producers, or CAPP, of its guiding principles for hydraulic 
fracturing. 


On September 6 of this year, CAPP announced that it will support 
the proactive disclosure of fracturing fluid additives. Such voluntary 
disclosure is an excellent example of industry working proactively 
with government to help ensure the safe and effective development 
of this clean burning source of energy. 


Ms. Megan Leslie: Madam Speaker, I am pleased to hear that the 
minister is looking into the state of scientific knowledge and has 
requested an in-house work plan. The question that remains is 
whether regulations are forthcoming on hydraulic fracturation. 


I do not agree with the position of the government that jurisdiction 
is solely within the provinces, especially when we consider the 
possible impacts on drinking water, on the navigable waters act, on 
the Fisheries Act, and the possible impacts on first nations. 


Are regulations on fracking forthcoming? 


Ms. Michelle Rempel: Madam Speaker, as I have already 
indicated to the member opposite, Environment Canada has initiated 
two examinations into the environmental impact of shale gas 
fracturing. 


One study will be conducted by an independent panel of experts, 
while a further in-house study examining shale gas development will 
be undertaken within Environment Canada. 


Our government is strongly committed to supporting clean energy 
initiatives to protect our environment and improve the quality of the 
air that we as Canadians breathe. 


We are committed to the safe, responsible and sustainable 
development of Canada's natural resources, to securing Canada's 
position as a global clean energy superpower, and to ensuring 
economic growth occurs within a framework of environmental 
stewardship. 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: The motion to adjourn the House is now 
deemed to have been adopted. Accordingly, this House stands 
adjourned until tomorrow at 2 p.m., pursuant to Standing Order 
24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 6:59 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Wednesday, September 21, 2011 


The House met at 2 p.m. 


Prayers 


© (1400) 
[English] 


The Speaker: It being Wednesday, we will now have the singing 
of the national anthem led by the hon. member for Papineau. 


[Members sang the national anthem] 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


ST. ALBERT 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Rendezvous 2011 is the 150th anniversary celebration of 
the founding of St. Albert, the oldest non-fortified community in 
Alberta. 


The Rendezvous 2011 committee has organized many events as 
part of the year-long celebration, beginning with a black tie gala 
dinner in January. There was a bilingual outdoor snow festival on 
Family Day, interpretive street performances, and a huge home- 
coming weekend. In August, 10,000 St. Albert residents met for a 
record-breaking picnic in the Sturgeon River Valley. 


The festivities will continue throughout the remainder of this year 
and will conclude with a giant fireworks display on December 31. 


These events have given the entire community the opportunity to 
cherish our past, honour our present and look forward to our future. 


I want to take this opportunity to extend my sincere congratula- 
tions and thanks to the Rendezvous 2011 organizing committee and 
its chair, Mrs. Margaret Plain, for all of their hard work and 
dedication in making the 150th: year-long anniversary such a great 
SUCCESS. 


I thank the hundreds of volunteers who have made this year-long 
celebration possible. Happy birthday. Great job, St. Albert. 


[Translation] 


INTERNATIONAL DAY OF PEACE 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to take this opportunity to point out that today 
is the International Day of Peace. It is an opportunity not only to 
promote pacifist values, but also to oppose violence of any kind in 
armed conflicts. 


Such violence affects millions of people around the world. It takes 
various forms, both physical and psychological. Unfortunately, all 
too often, women and children are the victims of violence in armed 
conflicts. 


Thus, in solidarity with these women and children and all other 
victims of war, I invite all parliamentarians and all Canadians to 
reflect on what we can do for peace, for a better world. 


XX *% 
[English] 


PARLIAMENT HILL SOFTBALL LEAGUE 


Hon. Laurie Hawn (Edmonton Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, last 
Saturday the winners of the Bob Allen and Jean-Paul Lorrain 
Memorial Cup for the Parliament Hill Softball League were 
crowned. 


The winning team, composed almost entirely of Hill staffers, 
played hard through a long season and embodied the twin goals of 
fitness and good sportsmanship with not a small touch of fun thrown 
in for good measure. 


My apologies in advance but I salute the champions, known as the 
Hawntourage, for defeating the Ritz's Farm Team in a thrilling extra- 
innings game. 


Theodore Roosevelt said, “When you play, play hard; when you 
work, don't play at all.” 


I would also like to salute all of our colleagues' staff who do so 
much work on our behalf, especially as we embark on what will be a 
very busy fall session in Parliament. 


I am sure I speak for all of our colleagues when I say that I 
certainly could not do my job without Drew, Jordan and Branden 
here in Ottawa, and Averil, Oula and Linda in Edmonton. 


May we all have a productive session and perhaps abide by my 
personal philosophy, "Work hard, play hard, but don't tear your 
sweater.” 
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Statements by Members 


Way to go team. 


@ (1405) 


POINTE-CLAIRE 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
this year the city of Pointe-Claire celebrates its 100th anniversary. 


[Translation] 


Pointe-Claire was originally an agricultural parish built around a 
windmill on the St. Lawrence River, and it helped spawn a handful 
of neighbouring municipalities that now form a large part of what is 
known as the West Island. 


[English] 
Good public administration under the leadership of mayors like 
Art Séguin, David Beck, Malcolm Knox and Bill McMurchie, 


combined with a commitment to excellence in sport and culture, are 
the hallmarks of this city of 30,000. 


[Translation] 
You can find everything in Pointe-Claire: a hospital, schools under 
two linguistic school boards, an excellent community centre, the first 


indoor Olympic-sized pool in Canada, a multi-sport artificial turf 
field, as well as the National Field of Honour, a veterans' cemetery. 


[English] 
Pointe-Claire is called home by Olympic diving medallist Anne 
Montminy, internationally renowned violinist Chantal Juillet, former 


CBC hockey broadcaster Dick Irvin, Canadiens’ great Elmer Lach, 
and Juno award-winning musician Sam Roberts. 


I ask all members to join me in wishing Pointe-Claire a very 
special happy birthday. 


XX * 


NATIONAL TREE DAY 


Mr. Royal Galipeau (Ottawa—Orléans, CPC): Mr. Speaker, six 
months ago the House proclaimed National Tree Day. 


[Translation] 


That day has arrived. 
[English] 

We have a worldwide reputation for our wildlife, clean air and 
beautiful communities. For that, we should thank trees. 
[ Translation] 

We all have a role to play in planting, growing and protecting 
trees. 
[English] 

However, there are leaders like Tree Canada that work tirelessly to 
improve our communities with more trees. 
[ Translation] 


In the past 20 years, they have planted 77 million trees and have 
supported countless urban forest programs, and they are not alone. 
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[English] 


I urge all Canadians to take time today to plant, to care for and to 
thank a tree for all they do to improve our lives. 


I invite all members to join me at four o'clock today at the 
Canadian Museum of Nature to plant a sugar maple in symbolic 
reverence for all the mighty power of trees in our lives. 


RE 


[Translation] 


INTERNATIONAL DAY OF PEACE 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as 
my colleague mentioned, the International Day of Peace is an 
important event. Members of my own family had to leave their 
country because of war. This day was created by resolution 36/67 of 
the United Nations General Assembly. 


This year, we are celebrating its 30th anniversary, and the theme is 
“Peace and Democracy: Make your voice heard!". It is important to 
promote the desire for peace and the security of people. 


[English] 


On this International Day of Peace, on behalf of all of the victims 
of war, and of those who are advocating peace and especially on 
behalf of future generations, I wish to convey a message that has 
resonated loudly in a hotel room in Montreal: “All we are saying, is 
give peace a chance”. 


*** 


PRINCE GEORGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Richard Harris (Cariboo—Prince George, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Prince George Chamber of Commerce celebrates its 
100th anniversary this year. The chamber began as the Board of 
Trade on September 17, 1911. 


What began as a group of businessmen focused on the building of 
the foundation of their city has blossomed into an organization of 
more than 800 diverse Prince George businesses speaking with a 
single voice on issues that affect them locally. 


To celebrate, on September 22, the Prince George Chamber of 
Commerce is having an open house and then on November 4, a 
formal centennial event. 


Very few things last as long as 100 years in this day and age, so I 
congratulate the Prince George Chamber of Commerce which has 
shown in spades that excellent service and longevity go hand in 
hand. 


wee * 


ARMENIA 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to pay tribute to Canadians of Armenian descent on 
this 20th anniversary of the independence of the Armenian Republic. 


I am honoured to serve as chair of the Canada Armenia 
Parliamentary Friendship Group. I have enjoyed the opportunity to 
dialogue with Armenian Canadians in my riding, here on the Hill 
and across Canada. 
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While visiting Armenia, I was fascinated both by how far it has 
come in 20 short years of freedom and how young its democratic 
traditions are. Even the largest cities like Yerevan are a model of 
peace, cleanliness and safety. 


All members of the House are here as the result of the peaceful 
democratic process governed by the rule of law. Too often we take 
this for granted. Today I invite all hon. members to join me in 
congratulating our Armenian Canadian friends and our colleagues 
serving in the Azgayin Zhoghov on 20 years of independence, 20 
years of democracy and 20 years of progress. 


Shnorhavor. Shnorhagallem. 


kK * 
@ (1410) 


SENIORS' POVERTY 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, Hamilton's Social Planning and Research Council 
released a report on September 16, entitled, “A Profile of Vulnerable 
Seniors”. 


This report shows that the poverty rate for Hamilton seniors is 
now at 17%, which is nearly three times the national average of 
5.9%. The single most important factor contributing to this poverty 
is of course inadequate income. 


A single senior who relies solely on old age security and the 
guaranteed income supplement still lives well below the poverty 
line. Worse still, the poverty rate for senior women in Hamilton is 
22%, which is twice the average for senior men. 


To address this problem, the report's lead researcher believes that 
the Canada pension plan should be increased and I could not agree 
more. 


The government also needs to implement the NDP proposal to 
increase the guaranteed income supplement beyond the meagre $50 
a month offered by the Minister of Finance. We know that more 
needs to be done for seniors to eliminate poverty. The only thing 
lacking is the political will of the government. 


wk ** 


INTERNATIONAL DAY OF PEACE 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Saint Boniface, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today 
marks the 30th anniversary of the International Day of Peace. This 
year's theme is “Peace and Democracy: make your voice heard”. 


We believe that peace and democracy are bound firmly together. It 
is evident that in tandem they form an atmosphere that promotes 
prosperity for all. 


As it is clearly entrenched in the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights, democracy supports an environment for a host of political 
rights and civil liberties. 


[Translation] 


On this International Day of Peace, there are many opportunities 
to take part in democratic activities. For example, District 5550 of 
Rotary International in Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Ontario is 
participating in discussions on human equality and discrimination. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1285 


Statements by Members 


Today we join together with those who benefit freely from 
democracy and peace. We also join together with those who do not 
enjoy these freedoms. Our government, now and forever, will work 
to promote the Canadian and international values of peace and 
democracy. 


KKK 
[English] 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this week the Walk 4 Justice arrived in Ottawa after 
marching from Victoria to demand justice for missing and murdered 
Canadian aboriginal women. Sisters in Spirit has documented nearly 
600 cases of missing and murdered aboriginal women, some 30 of 
which occurred as the march progressed across Canada. 


New Democrats support calls by Amnesty International, 
KAIROS, Sisters in Spirit and the Native Women's Association of 
Canada for a plan of action that must include: a national inquiry into 
missing and murdered aboriginal women; support for women's: 
shelters and support services; and equal access for aboriginal women 
to housing, education and employment. 


These daughters, mothers, aunts or sisters are loved and deserve to 
be valued. We must act now to ensure our aboriginal sisters are 
spared further violence and injustice. 


eR 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Earl Dreeshen (Red Deer, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canada's 
economic position remains one of the world's best. However, the 
economic recovery is uncertain and remains fragile and too many 
Canadians remain out of work. 


Instead of supporting Canadian jobs and growth, the NDP finance 
critic chooses to fearmonger about a hypothetical recession as if the 
NDP is cheering for Canada to fail. Our Conservative government is 
focused on what matters to Canadians: creating jobs and promoting 
economic health. 


The IMF praises Canada for our “relatively healthy economic 
fundamentals” and our “sounder fiscal and financial position”. While 
these are encouraging signs, Canada is not immune to the economic 
turbulence facing the global economy, especially Europe and the 
United States. | 


That is why we need to stay the course and implement the next 
phase of Canada's economic action plan with measures like the 
hiring credit for small businesses. The last thing Canada's economy 
needs now is the NDP's massive tax hikes that would kill jobs and 
set Canadian families back. 
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WORLD CARFREE DAY 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, tomorrow, September 22, is World Carfree Day. In 
Quebec, organizations such as the Association des Centres de 
gestion des déplacements du Québec, Voyagez futé Montréal, 
” Développement économique Saint-Laurent and Mobiligo have 
organized a carfree challenge to create awareness among Quebeckers 
about the benefits of available sustainable transportation options, to 
invite people who have never used sustainable transportation to try 
it, to encourage the public to use sustainable transportation more 
often and to encourage pedestrians and cyclists. 


As the member for Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, I am proud to 
be participating in and supporting this initiative, and I invite my 
constituents and all Canadians to visit www.defisansauto.com and 
take the challenge by leaving their car at home. Together we can 
build a better future. 


ah, 
@ (1415) 
[English] 

| STATUS OF WOMEN 


Mrs. Susan Truppe (London North Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as the Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women, it 
was wonderful to learn that, according to a recent Newsweek survey, 
Canada is the third best country in the world in which to be a 
woman. Canada earned a full 100 points on the justice indicator and 
scored in the 90s on indicators such as health, education and 
economics. 


This should come as no surprise. Our government has invested a 
lot of time and money across the country on issues important to 
women. We have increased our funding for women to its highest 
level ever. We are working hard with Canadians to end the abuse of 
women and girls. 


Women can count on our government to pursue measures that 
create jobs and growth, support seniors, protect our health care 
system and fight against crime, while working to reduce and 
eliminate the deficit. More groups than ever are getting involved 
because our practical approach works. 


Lome oS 


WORLD ALZHEIMER'S DAY 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, today is World Alzheimer's Day, a day to acknowledge a disease 
that affects more than 24 million people worldwide. It is a 
debilitating disorder that has a significant impact, not only on those 
who suffer from Alzheimer's but also their families. 


Today is a day of hope and awareness. Hope in knowing that 
people are working hard to bring a better quality of life to persons 
with Alzheimer's and to one day find a cure. Also, awareness that 
those suffering and their families need our compassion and our help. 
What is needed is a comprehensive plan that will address the reality 
of our growing seniors population and we need to develop the 
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capacity to handle the increased numbers of seniors suffering from 
this disease. 


I thank all those Canadians who support and care for people who 
suffer from Alzheimer's. Their sacrifices and dedication are truly 
heroic and they deserve to be recognized. 


wk Re * 


SIR ROBERT BORDEN 


Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo- 
boit Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today, 100 is not just associated 
with Nova Scotian Sir Robert Borden because his image graces the 
front of the $100 bill. Today is the centennial anniversary of the 
Conservative Party's 1911 general election victory, a victory that saw 
us form government for the first time in 15 years. 


Prime Minister Borden led Canada through the great war. It is said 
that it was on the battlefields of Europe that Canada came to age as a 
country. It was for those efforts that Sir Robert Borden fought with 
British Prime Minister Lloyd George to ensure that Canada would be 
a signatory at the Peace of Versailles, which was a very important 
step in Canada emerging as a key player in the Commonwealth. 


Prime Minister Meighen said it best, when describing this proud 
Nova Scotian prime minister, when he said that Sir Robert served | 
Canada well. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[English] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
finance minister says that we are okay because we are not doing as 
badly as the others. That is not good enough. 


This week's dismal report of the Canadian economy by the IMF 
should be a wake-up call. How can the Conservatives pretend the 
IMF report was good news? How can they brag about doing well 
when between 1.5 and 2 million Canadians are out of work? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Because it is 
true, Mr. Speaker. Canada is doing relatively well. That is what the 
IMF said yesterday. 


We have the best fiscal position in the G7. We have the lowest 
total government net debt to GDP ratio in the G7. We have the best 
growth in the G7. We have the best banking system in the world. 
Canada is the best place to invest and do business in the next five 
years according to the Economist Intelligence Unit. We have the best 
job creation in the G7 since the recession. 


All of this is true, and that is why we are doing relatively well. 
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[Translation] 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservatives' policies have widened the gap between the rich and 
the middle class. The poverty level is rising. The unemployment rate 
is rising. The minister can play with the numbers, but the truth is 
that, in order for Canada to achieve the same level of employment 
that we had before the recession in 2008, we need 420,000 more 
jobs. That is the reality. 


Why is the minister pleased to see that 2 million Canadians are out 
of work? 


@ (1420) 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, the reality is that we had 
and still have a very successful economic action plan. A total of 
600,000 net new jobs have been created in Canada since the 
recession began. We are still in the process of implementing our 
budget, including an upcoming hiring credit for SMEs. As my 
colleague, the Minister of Finance, was saying, we see here that we 
have the lowest net debt to GDP ratio. We also have the best growth 
in the G7. Canada is the best place to invest in the next five years. 
These are results and that is what Canadians expect. Thanks to the 
good work of the Minister of Finance, we are on the right track. 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
minister needs to open his eyes. 


Scotiabank is saying that we are on the verge of a recession. 
Moody's is saying that households are carrying too much debt. The 
IMF revised Canada's economic outlook downward. It is not the 
NDP that is saying these things. It is his friends. Inflation is way up, 
which will hurt the poor and the middle class and slow the economy 
down even further. 


Is the minister aware of this? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, let us be clear. What is this 
report saying? It is saying that, over the next two years, we will have 
the best economic growth in the G7 and will be the best place to 
invest. That says something for all the jobs that were created here. 
On the other hand, the NDP is proposing plans to increase taxes by 
$10 billion a year. That would kill the economy. It would be an 
economic fiasco. That is not what we are going to do. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
job creation is not the same thing as growth in the labour force. It is 
far from encouraging for the families of the 2 million Canadians who 
are unemployed, underemployed or downright discouraged. The 
rising price of gas and groceries is putting additional pressure on 
_ Canadian families' budgets. 


The Conservatives are very generous with the oil companies, but 
why are they not doing more for Canadian families? 
[English] 

Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let 
me deal with the facts. The oil companies pay the same taxes as 
other Canadian businesses pay. It is high time that suggestions to the 
contrary are stopped because they are not accurate. 


I know the member opposite wants to try to be accurate when she 
talks about tax matters in Canada and accurate, of course, about the 
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NDP plan which that party advanced to the people of Canada in the 
last election to raise taxes by about $10 billion per year on 
businesses, which, we all know, will be passed along to individuals 
as part of the cost of doing business. That proposal by the NDP is 
inflationary for Canadian families. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we all agree that the best antidote to household debt is a good job. 
Unfortunately, the Conservatives are doing almost nothing for the 
two million Canadians who need one. 


The government persists with its generous tax breaks for highly 
profitable oil companies, and yet takes a wait-and-see attitude toward 
creating jobs for the employed or getting the economy going again. 


Canadians want action on jobs now. Why will the finance minister 
not act? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as 
I am sure the member opposite knows, our unemployment rate is too 
high, but it is much better than that in the United States, and that has 
not happened in more than a generation. 


The economic action plan actually is working and continues to 
work. We have about 600,000 net new jobs in Canada today since 
the end of the recession. We have the strongest job growth in the 
advanced economies in the world. 


All of that is true. Should we do more? Yes, and we are with the 
accelerated capital cost allowance; the new tax credit for small 
businesses, more than 500,000 of them, to hire people; the 
continuation of our tax reductions, just the opposite of what the 
NDP proposes, which is to raise taxes again. 


**e* 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, a review of 
public accounts shows that the government spending on professional 
and special services, including the use of consultants, has gone up 
from $7.24 billion to well over $10 billion, a cumulative increase of 
over $7 billion. 


I would like to ask the Minister of Finance what he thinks the 
chances are that the $20 million consultants he just hired will come 
back and say, “Do you know what is a good way to save money? Cut 
the use of consultants”. 


@ (1425) 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we know that the member opposite from Rosedale was very fond of 
big government during his days in Ontario: big government, big 
deficits, big debt. It was so bad he hung on until almost the last day 
because he knew the people of Ontario were going to throw him out 
of office because of his big deficits, big debt and accumulated public 
debt. 


Yes, we are having experts from outside look at government 
spending. Yes, we should. Government should not be the sole judge 
of the way it is run. We need advice from the outside. 
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For every dollar spent— 


The Speaker: I am not sure how the hon. member for Toronto 
Centre heard the minister's answer because there was quite a lot of 
noise. I would ask all hon. colleagues to listen to the answers. 


The hon. member for Toronto Centre. 


**K* 


CANADA-UNITED STATES RELATIONS 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): I think most of the noise 
was coming from the Minister of Finance, Mr. Speaker. 


I wonder if the minister could now explain— 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, order. I know it is a Wednesday, but we will 
have to listen to the question before we can listen to the answer. 


The hon. member for Toronto Centre. 


Hon. Bob Rae: I did not know knuckle grazing could cause so 
much noise, Mr. Speaker. 


I wonder if the minister could tell us, in negotiating with respect to 
perimeter security, why, when faced with the buy American problem, 
why, when faced with the labelling problem, would ending trade 
discrimination not be a part and parcel of those negotiations? 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government 
is focused on reducing barriers to trade, not raising new barriers, as 
some parties in the House have suggested. 


Sixty per cent of our GDP is comprised of trade. One in five 
Canadian jobs is directly or indirectly related to trade, so any 
suggestion that we should be adding to the barriers that face our 
businesses is absolutely wrong. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I think the 
minister misunderstood the question I asked. Being a charitable man, 
I will repeat the question in my second language. 


What I am trying to say is very simple. At a time when we are 
facing a real risk of discrimination against the Canadian economy 
with regard to our exports to the United States, why not make this 
issue of discrimination part of our negotiations with the Americans 
on security? 


[English| 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I do not believe 
the member listened to my answer. Had he been listening to the 
Prime Minister two days ago, he would know that the Prime Minister 
was very clear. The border vision initiatives are about deepening and 
strengthening the world's greatest trade relationship. Given our 
strong and mature relationship with the United States, we can 
separately address our concerns regarding the buy American 
provisions. This government will stand up for ordinary, hard- 
working citizens. Why will those members not? 
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SERVICE CANADA 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians are outraged that the government is spending $90,000 a 
day for a consultant to help plan cuts to services that Canadians rely 
on. If we add it up, we could keep 230 front-line employees on the 
job for over a year. | 


Why is the government throwing money at high-priced con- 
sultants while cutting staff who actually deliver services to 
Canadians? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
know this would be contrary to NDP ideology, but there actually is 
some waste in government. Governments can actually reduce their 
expenses. We should not do it ourselves solely. We should get advice 
and expertise from the private sector. For every $1 of spending on 
experts, we expect $200 of savings, which is a pretty good deal. 


@ (1430) 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the International Monetary Fund has reversed its predictions about 
Canada's economy, and is now warning that our unemployment rate 
is just going to keep climbing. While Canadians worry about the 
economy, Conservatives are throwing $90,000 a day at high-priced 
consultants, planning even deeper cuts. The minister is turning his 
back on communities that depend on these positions. When will 
Conservatives focus on Canadian families instead of throwing 
money at high-priced consultants? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we are focused as a top priority on jobs and the economy. The record 
on jobs is about 600,000 net new jobs as a result of the economic 
action plan. 


Let us see what the IMF actually said. Here is what the spokesman 
said just yesterday: “Canada is actually matching up quite well on a 
relative basis...growth rates are 2%, the recession was not too deep, 
they haven't had a financial crisis to the extent that the U.S. has had 
or the Europeans are having it. And so, all in all, Canada is actually 
doing quite well.” 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, the Conservatives are spending $90,000 a day for a high-priced 
outside consultant to plan service cuts. These cuts will have a direct 
and negative impact on Canadians, especially in rural regions. 
Seniors without Internet access and with limited access to public 
transit are being left behind by the government. 


When will the government realize that paying private contractors 
top dollar to do its dirty work while short-changing seniors is 
certainly not the change Canadians were looking for? 


September 21, 2011 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the deficit reduction action plan is necessary as we move on the 
fiscal track to balanced budgets. The member opposite should know 
that there is some waste in government, that it is possible to review 
programs, that not every program should go on forever, that 
sometimes there are new programs, sometimes there are programs 
that have completed their usefulness. 


Certainly, it is the obligation of government to get the best advice 
we can, including the advice we will get from outside consultants. 
As I said, for every $1 spent on experts, we expect $200 of savings. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Matthew Dubé (Chambly—Borduas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
our seniors deserve better. 


By significantly reducing the services offered at Service Canada 
centres, the Conservative government is showing no consideration 
whatsoever for our seniors. Apparently, according to the minister, 
anyone who cannot communicate with Service Canada over the 
Internet is unworthy of the 21st century. That is unacceptable. 


Can the minister tell us here today how the cuts to Service Canada 
will better serve our seniors? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we want to modernize our 
employment insurance system, especially the processing of claims. 
At this time, processing is done mainly on paper. This is not 
working. With an automated system, Service Canada employees will 
have more time to help seniors, and this will be more affordable for 
seniors. We promised Canadians that we would respect their money 
and that is what we are doing. 


[English] 
TAXATION 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
instead of spending $90,000 a day on learning how to cut public 
services, the government should put more resources into investigat- 
ing how the Canada Revenue Agency bureaucrats were able to help 
a convicted fraudster escape paying taxes. 


Money laundering, $12 million in cash spent in casinos, and CRA | 


private documents found in his safe in a building belonging to a 
mobster; after these troubling allegations, can the government 
explain what is going on at the Canada Revenue Agency? 


Hon. Gail Shea (Minister of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, first of all I would like to clarify that many of these 
allegations date back more than a decade. They are not new 
allegations. CRA officials are working with the RCMP and the 
investigation is ongoing. 


We do appreciate that this is a very serious issue and we will not 
tolerate these types of activities as they are alleged. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, if 
the government is so determined to make cuts, then perhaps it could 
cut off fraudsters instead of cutting services to honest citizens. 
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Canadians work hard for their money. We cannot blame them for 
being worried when they see how badly public funds are being 
managed. We have to shed light on what is happening at the Canada 
Revenue Agency. 


Can the government assure us that it will get to the bottom of 
things and investigate these serious allegations? 


@ (1435) 
[English] 


Hon. Gail Shea (Minister of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I can assure the hon. member and the House that the RCMP 
is investigating this matter. It is a very serious matter. CRA officials 
are working with the RCMP and we will get to the bottom of the 
issue. 


wk KK 


G8 SUMMIT 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
while senior bureaucrats in the Summit Management Office, 
Infrastructure Canada and Industry Canada categorically told the 
Auditor General they had no direct involvement in the G8 legacy 
fund, we know that is not true. Either they were misrepresenting the 
facts, or perhaps they were simply moved beyond the reach of the 
Auditor General. 


Here are simple questions for the President of the Treasury Board. 
Did the bureaucrats who participated in the secret meetings in 
Muskoka not have an obligation to come clean with the Auditor 
General? Were any of these key players later promoted, for example, 
Mr. Sanjeev Chowdhury, for keeping to this code of silence? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is not correct. As I said 
yesterday, the facts have not changed. The Auditor General has made 
some observations with respect to the administration of this program 
and has given us some pointers. 


We must not forget about the good news coming out of this. The 
good news is that every dollar is accounted for. All 32 projects came 
in on or under budget. And guess what? The project itself was under 
$5 million. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
diverting $50 million from border infrastructure to build outhouses 
in Muskoka is not a simple thing to pull off. The President of the 
Treasury Board has been sitting down for weeks refusing to explain 
how he pulled it off. Again, I would like to ask him a couple of 
simple questions so we can get to the bottom of this. 


Is it not true that he went to local mayors and said that he 
personally would set up the meeting with the Prime Minister to make 
the money flow? Would the minister also confirm that he told 
mayors that for other pet projects that were outside the Muskoka 
slush fund he would guarantee they got the money? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, again, that is incorrect, but 
let me talk about the good news on this infrastructure funding. 
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This infrastructure funding was recommended by the municipa- 
lities. It enhanced the municipalities' infrastructure program. I will 
tell members what infrastructure programs the money was spent on: 
rehabilitation of the airport in North Bay, fixing up the provincial 
highway, and building a community centre that was used during the 
summer. What is wrong with that picture? 


* Re * 


G20 SUMMIT 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, at last year's 
G20 meeting, my city was shut down. It was shaken. It was 
vandalized. A year later the government will still not pick up the tab. 
Gazebos, yes, but Toronto business owners with smashed windows 
is another story. 


If it is not pork-barrelling, why will the government not reimburse 
Toronto businesses? When will it fix the deeply flawed summit 
management protocol so that the next time small businesses will not 
get hung out to dry? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the losses and damages to 
Toronto businesses are regrettable. The claims process is an 
independent process that has been in place since the previous 
government in 2001 and has been used successfully at previous 
summits. Following this review, Toronto businesses were treated the 
same as those affected at summits and Quebec City and Kananaskis. 


This government is committed to providing a fair share to Toronto 
businesses. 


[Translation] 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Cana- 
dians cannot put up with this Conservative government's waste and 
mismanagement. It is wasting $90,000 a day to have consultants tell 
it where to cut government spending. 


Why can the cabinet ministers not make these decisions 
themselves? What exactly are Canadians paying these ministers to 
do? 

[English] 

Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we do not share the view that the member opposite clearly has that 
governments are the font of all wisdom and all knowledge and that 
governments should just examine themselves and come to their own 
conclusions without getting advice that is available in the private 
sector in Canada, very good advice. Therefore, yes, we are seeking 
that advice. For every $1 of spending on experts, we expect $200 of 
savings. 
© (1440) 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, under the 
Conservatives, spending on consultants is up by $3 billion per year. 


I served on the cabinet expenditure review committee led by the 
member for Markham—Unionville. As ministers, we took our jobs 
seriously. We went through every spending item line by line and we 
made the decisions. 
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Why do the Conservatives outsource their thinking? Is it because 
the Prime Minister trusts consultants more than his own ministers? 
What exactly are Canadians paying those ministers to do if not to 
make decisions about the expenditures of government? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as 
if the leader of the Liberal Party then and the NDP did not do enough 
damage to Ontario between 1990 and 1995, now we have the 
member from the third party here saying that the Liberals did a good 
job on deficit reduction through their work. Sure, they did. They 
reduced funding for hospitals. They reduced funding for teachers, for 
education. They reduced funding for nurses in the province of 
Ontario. This is shameful. 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
world looks to Canada when it comes to the vital research that is 
done by the World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre. 
Despite the minister's denial, the Conservative government is once 
again turning its back on scientific research. 


Will the minister admit that the person who is in charge of this 
program is losing his job and his government is effectively 
terminating this program? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the assumption of my hon. colleague is absolutely false. We 
are not ending any of our ozone monitoring services or closing down 
the World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre. We are— 


Hon. Ralph Goodale: You're firing the guy. 


Hon. Peter Kent: No, we are optimizing and streamlining the 
way we monitor and we measure ozone to operate more effectively. 
That is what we were elected to do. 


The Speaker: There is far too much noise at the far end of the 
chamber. I am going to ask all hon. colleagues to listen to the 
responses. We will have a little order. 


The hon. member for Windsor—Tecumseh. 


**K* 


JUSTICE 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the omnibus crime bill was tabled in the House. It— 


Mr. David Anderson: Say thank you. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Conservatives are in complete denial over 
there about the serious financial consequences this is going to have 
to the budgetary process in our country, both provincially and 


. federally. For instance, a single part of the bill will create several 


thousand plus additional people going into jail that we are going to 
have to pay for. We all deplore the cost of crime, but we have to have 
budgetary transparency. 
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When will one of the two ministers stand in the House and tell us 
what this bill is going to cost Canadian taxpayers? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is very interesting that 
the hon. member has now become a fiscal conservative. He is 
worried about government expenditures. This certainly is something 
new. 


If he is worried, I can assure him that most of the cost of crime is 
borne by victims. A study in 2008 said that the cost of crime in the 
country was $99 billion, 83% was borne by victims of crime. 


Why do those members not stand up for victims of crime for a 
change? Why not make that a priority? 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
all the minister and the government are going to do is dump more 
costs on to that $99 billion figure, which is really questionable. 


[Translation] 


It is unacceptable that the government is refusing to disclose these 
costs. This bill will transfer the financial responsibilities to the 
provinces, which are already short on resources. The provinces are 
asking for help, but the government is refusing to listen to them. 


Can the minister tell us how much this bill is going to cost the 
provinces? How much? 


@ (1445) 
[English] 

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have good news for 
the hon. member. Provinces right across the country have been 
supportive of these government initiatives. I can also tell him that 


just in the last budget an increase of more than $2.4 billion was given 
to the provinces. 


If that individual wants to get on board with this, he should start 
standing up for victims, people who are the victims of sexual 
exploitation, do something about drug trafficking in the country and 
get behind this bill and support it right now. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, in the last Parliament, the NDP fought to stop the 
Conservatives from passing legislation allowing police officers to 
spy on citizens on the Internet without a warrant. Since this measure 
is not included in the omnibus crime bill, it is a victory for the NDP 
and all Canadians. 


Can the government confirm that it will, once and for all, heed the 
experts and the vast majority of the population, who are opposed to 
surveillance without a warrant? 

[English] 

Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
outrageous claims like that one, that private communications will be 
intercepted without a warrant, are a complete fabrication. Our 
proposed approach of linking an Internet address to subscriber 
information is on par with the phone book linking phone numbers to 
an address. What this will not allow for is access to private 
communications without a warrant. 


1291 


Oral Questions 


Our message is clear. If someone wants to commit a crime, we 
will ensure that laws are in place to ensure that individual is 
apprehended, and those laws will be done in an appropriate lawful 
manner. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre-Luc Dusseault (Sherbrooke, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
even former Minister of Public Safety Stockwell Day was opposed 
to electronic surveillance without a warrant. 


Can the minister confirm that his government is admitting that this 
surveillance initiative, an even greater intrusion into the lives of 
Canadians, has been abandoned? Can he guarantee today that it has 
been abandoned once and for all? 


[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I do not understand where the member is getting his information 
from. This type of outrageous claim that lawful access would not be 
appropriately enacted by our government is simply that, outrageous. 


The legislation will come. It will provide for appropriate judicial 
oversight in respect of access to private conversations. 


Rather than repeating fabrications, the member might want to 
come and talk to me about what we are actually planning. 


Tels Oe, 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Lawrence Toet (Elmwood—Transcona, CPC): Mr. Speak- 
er, Canada has become the envy of the world when it comes to our 
economic position. Just yesterday a senior International Monetary 
Fund official said of our economy “all in all Canada is doing quite 
well”. 


Could the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister please 
update the House on what the Prime Minister is doing today in 
support of Canada's economic position while at the United Nations 
for international meetings? 


Mr. Dean Del Mastro (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime 
Minister and to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, today the Prime Minister held a round table at 
the New York Stock Exchange with leading executives from global 
financial firms to discuss the current economic situation as well as 
trade and investment between Canada and the United States. 


As members know, our government's top priority remains 
completing the economic recovery, and that is our Prime Minister's 
top priority as well. 


Canadians gave our Conservative government a strong mandate to 
stay focused on what matters, creating jobs and economic growth. 
That is what our Prime Minister does each and every day. That is 
what he was doing today in New York. 


1292 


Oral Questions 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, how many ways are the Conservatives going to fail 
aboriginal people? 


It has been three years since the Prime Minister apologized for the 
residential school system, yet many of the most vulnerable survivors, 
such as the homeless, may not be compensated. The application 
deadline has passed and Conservatives are doing nothing to reach 
out to those being left behind. 


What will the government do to ensure all residential school 
survivors are fairly compensated? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government 
remains committed to ensuring that victims from this dark chapter 
in our history are fairly compensated. We have conducted a 
grassroots outreach strategy implemented by the Assembly of First 
Nations and other aboriginal organizations. We did this in 16 
aboriginal languages, English and French. This overall outreach 
strategy was developed by all parties to the settlement and approved 
by the courts. It has been deemed highly effective by the courts and 
all the parties to the agreement. The outreach is ongoing. 


@ (1450) 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, National Chief Shawn Atleo has told us aboriginal high 
school students are more likely to be incarcerated than to graduate. 
Aboriginal women make up a whopping one-third of women in 
custody. 


Anyone who commits a crime must face justice, but is it not 
equally important to prevent involvement in criminal activities, in 
the first place? Instead of building more jails, why will the 
government not invest in better education and job creation for 
aboriginal Canadians? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have made major 
investments in education and in other developments to a degree that 
no other government has ever done. We have, right now, a national 
panel going across the country on K to 12 education. We did that in 
collaboration. The Assembly of First Nations, the National Chief and 
myself appointed the panel. It is working quite independently. This is 
a major development with positive outcomes. This is the right way to 
go, and we are making those kinds of investments. 


Ms. Mylène Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the Walk 4 Justice gathered on 
Parliament Hill, asking for answers about the hundreds of missing 
and murdered aboriginal women in Canada. 


Back in February, Conservatives refused to renew funding they 
promised for Sisters in Spirit. This project tracked cases and gave a 
voice to communities facing this violence, yet Conservatives have 
severely hindered this groundbreaking initiative. 


Why is the government shutting out the voices of the families and 
the affected communities? 

Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Govern- 
ment Services and Minister for Status of Women, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is quite the opposite. Through our national strategy to 
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deal with this very difficult issue of murdered and missing aboriginal 
women, we have a community, a fund component that we are 
working very closely with community organizations in aboriginal 
communities across the country. I can list one of them. I have dozens 
here that I could use as examples. For instance, the Mohawk Council 
of Kahnawa:ke is providing information sessions that will enhance 
knowledge and access to justice for victims of family violence. 


The community organizations are from aboriginal communities 
and are working closely with the Public Safety, Justice and Status of 
Women departments to ensure we get them the help that they need. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Mylène Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, for a government that claims to be the 
champion of law and order, the Conservatives’ attitude towards 
violence against aboriginal women is hard to understand. In the last 
three months, Walk4Justice has had to add 37 names to its list of 
missing women. Federal resources are needed to protect these 
victims who have no voice. | 


How can communities provide support to the families of the 
victims without the assistance of this government? 


[English] 


Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Govern- 
ment Services and Minister for Status of Women, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, funding is important. Just to put it into perspective, just one 
organization, the Native Women's Association of Canada, has 


received almost $20 million from our government alone. 


However, what I think is most important is that now we are 
working with law enforcement agencies across the country, 
including the RCMP's new missing persons! centre. We have created 
a public website for tips from the public to help find missing and 
murdered aboriginal women. We have enhanced our databases for all 
law enforcement agencies across the country. However, more 
important, we are working with women's aboriginal organizations 
at the community level to help support them. 


SERVICE CANADA 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
while the Minister of Finance wags his finger at small business in 
Canada and tells them to hire more people, the minister from Service 
Canada is heading them out the door in droves. 


We know it is not just the job losses; it is the services that are 
going to be lost to those who lose their jobs in this country. Right 
now it is taking five to six weeks to complete an EI claim. We know 
that with fewer workers we will see longer tie-ups, and these are 
people who are most vulnerable, most in need in this country. 
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When will the minister stop this ridiculous scheme and stop the 
cuts in Service Canada? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, during the recent recession we 
did take on some people to make sure that Canadians who have lost 
their jobs receive their first payment in a timely manner. We 
increased the standards. We increased the speed with which we 
provided those first payments, I am pleased to say, but those people 


were hired on a temporary basis. They were hired only to process EI . 


claims. 


Fortunately, thanks to our economic action plan, more Canadians 
are at work now than ever before, so there is not the same need to 
hire people to process the claims. 


The individuals knew that they were temporary jobs, but service 
standards have improved compared to the 10 weeks it took when the 
Liberals were in power. 


@ (1455) 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
that is absolutely asinine. The minister says the back-end workers are 
the only thing that is being changed. Service Canada workers know 
what she is doing to their back end. 


I will tell the House what makes no sense: keeping centres in areas 
that have low records of unemployment. In Kitchener and Halifax, it 
is about 6%; in Edmonton it is at 5.5%, and Laval is under 5%, but 
they are ripping jobs out of Gander, where it is 17.5%, and Glace 
Bay, where it is 16%. 


Of all the dumb, mean-spirited, ludicrous ideas, this— 


The Speaker: Order, please. I see the hon. minister is rising to 
answer. 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the current EI system is 
essentially paper based. We want to bring the system into the 21st 
century by automating applications for EI and the processing of 
them. That will honour our commitment to Canadians to provide 
more efficient, more effective service to them. It will keep their taxes 
down, and we are going to make sure that we maintain the front-line 


standards of delivery. These changes are taking place in the 


backroom. Front-line service will not be changed. 


Reise: 
[Translation] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on Monday 
once again, the Minister of the Environment said that the department 
could lose hundreds of scientists without any effect on basic 
services. But this government has cut 43% of the budget of the 
Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency. 


If assessing and reducing industrial impacts on our environment 
are not considered basic services, then what is? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, my colleague is well aware that the environment is a 
priority for the Government of Canada during these times of fiscal 
restraint. 
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[English] 


I can assure her that budget 2011, while it did reassign some 
resources, can cover without compromising any of the programs of 
my department. 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, yesterday and 
then again today, the Minister claimed that the crucial ozone data 
centre is not closing, but the only employee who runs the centre has 
actually already received notice of potential layoff. If the minister 
thinks that the centre can run all by itself, I suggest that maybe he 
agree to optimizing and streamlining his own office. It might make it 
a little harder to optimize and streamline the truth. 


I asked on Monday, I asked on Tuesday, and I am going to ask 
again today: can the minister show us evidence of the impacts of 
these cuts? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I can again say there is a great difference between letters to 
employees of Environment Canada advising them that they may be 
affected by workforce adjustment and separation from the depart- 
ment. It is entirely possible that all of the positions will be 
accommodated through attrition. The proof will be in the pudding as 
we continue to deliver the services for cleaner air and for protecting 
our great public spaces for the good of the people of Canada. 


kK * 


STATUS OF WOMEN 


Mrs. Tilly O'Neill Gordon (Miramichi, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in a 
recent survey conducted by the American news outlet Newsweek, 
Canada was ranked among the top three best places in the world to 
be a woman. Canada was ranked a world leader on the key indicators 
of justice, health, education, economics and political involvement. 


Can the Minister for Status of Women tell this House what the 
government is doing to make Canada an even better place for women 
and the girls who will follow in their footsteps? 


@ (1500) 


Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Govern- 
ment Services and Minister for Status of Women, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank the member from Miramichi for her 
tireless work for women. 


Our government has increased funding for women to its highest 
level ever, and we are working hard with women across the country 
to ensure they achieve their full potential. Women can count on our 
government to pursue measures that create jobs and growth, to end 
elder abuse, to protect our health care system, and of course to end 
violence against women and girls. 
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We are very proud that Canada is ranked third-best place to be a 
woman in the world, third only to Iceland and Sweden. 


**e* 


[Translation] 


OFFICIAL LANGUAGES 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
my question is for the Minister of Transport. 


The Commissioner of Official Languages has asked the govern- 
ment several times to introduce a bill to clarify the responsibilities of 
Air Canada and its affiliates with regard to providing services in 
French and English. In May 2010, 252 hon. members unanimously 
called on the government to do the same. The minister's two 
immediate predecessors promised to do so, but did not. 


Will the Minister of Transport keep his government's promise or 
will he follow the other two and prove the old saying, “Bad things 
come in threes”? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as the hon. member knows, Air Canada is responsible for 
meeting its official language requirements with its partner compa- 
nies. We are ensuring that the official languages are respected and we 
will continue to do so. 


xx *% 
[English] 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Prince Edward Island provincial nominee program has raised alarm 
bells for Islanders and all Canadians. 


Recently three government workers have come forward with 
allegations of bribery and fraud within this program. These total over 
$400 million, apparently in violation of the rules, with no 
accountability but with political interference. | 


Islanders and all Canadians deserve to know the truth. Will the 
government conduct an inquiry into the disturbing allegations 
staining this federal program? 


Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, these are new 
allegations and they were recently provided to officials at the 
ministry. Those allegations have been provided to the RCMP. To be 
fair, because they are under investigation, it would not be fair for the 
government to comment further. 


XX *% 


SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 


Mr. Peter Braid (Kitchener —Waterloo, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our Conservative government has invested more in science and 
technology than any other government in Canadian history. When it 


comes to supporting basic discovery-oriented university research, | 


Canada is ranked number one among the G7 countries. Our 


government's commitment to science and technology is paying 
dividends. 
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Can the Minister of State for Science and Technology please 
update the House on how our government has helped to bring a 
world-leading facility to Canada and to my riding? 


Hon. Gary Goodyear (Minister of State (Science and 
Technology) (Federal Economic Development Agency for South- 
ern Ontario), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. member 
for joining me at the grand opening of the Stephen Hawking Centre 
at the Perimeter Institute just recently. 


This brand new federally funded facility will make the Perimeter 
Institute the largest theoretical physics research and academic 
organization the world. ° 


This year we have invested more in the Perimeter Institute, 
showing our government's ongoing commitment to building a 
stronger economy, creating those job opportunities of the future and 
improving the standard of living for all Canadians through science 
and technology. 


* eK * 
| Translation | 


PRIME MINISTER'S DIRECTOR OF COMMUNICATIONS 


Ms. Elaine Michaud (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Prime Minister has demonstrated his lack of respect for 
francophones across the country by hiring a director of communica- 
tions who has insulted francophones. 


It is impossible to work with the Prime Minister unless you have 
more respect for the two official languages. This choice speaks 
volumes about what the Conservatives think about Quebec, Acadia 
and francophones elsewhere in Canada. 


When will the Conservatives admit they were wrong and replace 
Mr. Persichilli? 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I was hoping that with this 
new Parliament we would be above such unfounded allegations. We 
know that the Prime Minister has distanced himself from 
Mr. Persichilli's remarks. 


Instead of impugning motives, I will state the facts. We resolved 
the fiscal imbalance, we gave Quebec a seat at UNESCO and we 
recognized the Quebec nation. Quebec's jurisdictions have never 
been so well respected, after 13 years of denial by the Liberals and 
now an opposition party that wants to centralize everything— 


®@ (1505) 
The Speaker: The hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands. 


**RK* 
[English] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
my question 1s to the Minister of the Environment. 
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Years ago, it was my great privilege to be part of the Canadian 
negotiating team for the Montreal Protocol on the ozone layer. My 
question follows those of other colleagues. 


We have heard today in the House that the minister says we will 
streamline and optimize our ozone measurements. I hear from 
academics around Canada that we will streamline our ozone 
measurements program right out of existence. 


I would like to ask the hon. minister to make it very clear for us to 
reassure everyone, to withdraw the letters threatening the jobs of the 
World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Centre program manager, the 
ozone sonde program and the international— 


The Speaker: Order, please. I will have to stop the hon. member 
there to give the minister a chance to respond. The hon. Minister of 
the Environment. 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): First, 
Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for her efforts in the past in 
working on the Montreal Protocol, but I can assure her that we are 
not cutting any ozone monitoring services or closing the centre. 


Yes, we are optimizing and streamlining the way we collect data 
to ensure that taxpayers’ dollars are spent in the most prudent but still 
environmentally correct way. That is what we were elected to do. 


[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to ask for unanimous consent for the following 
motion: 


That, in the opinion of the House, the Minister of Immigration 
should halt the deportation of Paola Ortiz from Canada for 
humanitarian reasons. 


I seek unanimous consent. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. member have the unanimous consent 
of the House to propose this motion? 


Some hon. members: No. 


The Speaker: There is no consent. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS | 
[Translation] 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
SCRUTINY OF REGULATIONS 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have the 
honour to present, in both official languages, the first report of the 
Standing Joint Committee on the Scrutiny of Regulations in relation 
to section 19 of the Statutory Instruments Act. 


If the House gives its consent, I intend to move concurrence in this 
report later today. 
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[English] 
PURPLE DAY ACT 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-278, An Act respecting a day to increase public 
awareness about epilepsy. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, this bill would declare March 26 Purple Day 
in recognition of epilepsy awareness. 


Purple Day was founded in 2008 by Cassidy Megan who lives in 
my riding of Halifax West. At the time she was only nine years old. 
Her objective was to let other children with epilepsy know that they 
were not alone. 


Purple Day is a grassroots effort dedicated to increasing awareness 
about epilepsy worldwide. Thanks to the leadership and dedication 
of Cassidy and Epilepsy Nova Scotia, Purple Day is now celebrated 
in more than 35 countries. 


As in previous years, on March 26, people around the globe, 
including members of this House, wore purple to spread the word 
about epilepsy which affects over 50 million people worldwide. That 
is more than multiple sclerosis, cerebral palsy, muscular dystrophy 
and Parkinson's disease combined. 


Greater understanding of this disease will help educate people 
about what to do when someone is having a seizure and will help 
give epileptics more safety and support. 


The bill would enshrine March 26 in law as the date each year 
when we Canadians wear purple to raise awareness of epilepsy. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


Kw 
@ (1510) 


CANADIAN HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP) 
moved for leave to introduce Bill C-279, An Act to amend the 
Canadian Human Rights Act and the Criminal Code (gender identity 
and gender expression). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, this is a reintroduction of the bill that passed 
this House before the last election but, unfortunately, not the Senate. 
There is an urgent need for this legislation to help end the 
discrimination, social exclusion and. all too often. violence that face 
transgender Canadians. 


I hope to work with members from all parties to ensure that this 
important bill becomes law. Let us take this step together so that all 
the Susans, Regans, Jordans, Daphnes, and all our other transgender 
friends and family members can take their rightful place in all 
aspects of Canadian life. 
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(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


**K* 


NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR CHRONIC CEREBROSPINAL 
VENOUS INSUFFICIENCY (CCSVI) ACT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-280, An Act to establish a National Strategy for 
Chronic Cerebrospinal Venous Insufficiency (CCSVT). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, my bill aims to establish a national strategy 
for chronic cerebrospinal venous insufficiency, CCSVI. 


The bill calls for the minister to convene a conference with the 
provincial and territorial ministers of health to establish a national 
strategy, including: ensuring that proper health care is not refused to 
a person who is seeking or has obtained treatment for CCSVI outside 
Canada; identifying the most appropriate level of clinical trials for 
treatment of CCSVI to place Canada at the forefront of international 
research; estimating the funding necessary for clinical trials and 
tracking individuals who have received the treatment; establishing an 
advisory panel composed of experts who have been actively engaged 
in diagnosis and treatment of CCSVI, as well as an individual who 
has been treated; and ensuring that clinical trials begin by March 1, 
2012. 


I hope all hon. members will support this bill. 
(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


**e* 


CANADA TRANSPORTATION ACT 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-281, An Act to amend the Canada Transportation 
Act (discontinuance of listed sidings). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to introduce another. measure 
to better preserve producer car loading sites across western Canada. 
Located along railway sidings, these sites enable prairie grain 
producers to load their own railcars as an alternative to being forced 
to go through the grain-handling facilities of private elevator 
companies. 


Down from over 700 such do-it-yourself loading sites some 10 
years ago, fewer than 300 of these sites remain in existence today. 
The grain companies do not want farmers loading their own grain 
cars because, of course, they do not collect any tariffs on that grain 
and the railways have been trying to get rid of these sites. However, 
producers have actually been making greater use of their right to 
load their own railcars in recent years. The number of producer- 
loaded cars is up fourfold in the last decade, to nearly 12,000 cars per 
year. 


The vast majority of prairie grain is handled through the 
conventional system but this is a right that was given to farmers to 
load their own cars over 100 years ago by the Supreme Court of 
Canada. It is enshrined in the Canada Grain Act but it is meaningless 
unless the sites exist for farmers to use. Right now, the railway can 
abandon those sites on 60 days' notice without any further due 
process. 
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This measure proposes to give three years' notice to ensure there 
will be a proper hearing, to put the onus on the railways to prove 
what they are doing is in the public interest, to provide other 
interested parties with an opportunity to buy and operate those 
sidings and to compensate municipalities when a siding is closed. 


This is just decent behaviour in dealing with matters of this kind. I 
hope the measures contained in this private member's bill will 
commend themselves to all members of the House. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


xk * 
[ Translation] 
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 
SCRUTINY OF REGULATIONS 


Ms. Francoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, if the 
House gives its consent, I move that the first report of the Standing 
Joint Committee on the Scrutiny of Regulations, presented to this 
House earlier today, be concurred in. 


The Speaker: Is there consent? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


(Motion agreed to) 


x kk 
@ (1515) 
[English] 
PETITIONS 
ASBESTOS 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have 
the honour of introducing a petition signed by literally thousands of 
Canadians from all across the country, more often than not in 
Quebec, calling upon the House of Commons to take note that 
asbestos is the greatest industrial killer that the world has ever known 
and, in fact, that more Canadians now die from asbestos than all 
other industrial and occupational causes combined. These signatories 
point out that Canada remains one of the largest producers and 
exporters of asbestos in the world and that the Government of 
Canada spends millions of dollars subsidizing the asbestos industry 
and blocking international efforts to curb its use. 
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Therefore, the petitioners call upon the Government of Canada to 
ban asbestos in all of its forms and institute a just transition program 
for asbestos workers and the communities in which they live. They 
also call upon the government to end all subsidies of asbestos both in 
Canada and internationally, as well as to stop blocking international 
health and safety conventions designed to protect workers from 
asbestos, such as the Rotterdam Convention. 


HUMAN TRAFFICKING 


Mr. Earl Dreeshen (Red Deer, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to rise today to present a petition signed by 820 people in 
my riding of Red Deer, Alberta. 


The petitioners urge the federal government to honour its 
commitment to the UN protocol by providing adequate funding to 
set up safe housing for the victims of human trafficking. 


FISHERIES AND OCEANS CANADA 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I present this petition on behalf of many 
constituents throughout Newfoundland and Labrador. 


The petition calls upon the government to dismantle the 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans' for wrongful decisions, 
certainly when it comes to the management of the current fish 
stocks off the east coast of Newfoundland and Labrador and all of 
Atlantic Canada, for that matter. The petitioners request that the 
Government of Canada initiate a public inquiry into all aspects of the 
Department of Fisheries and Oceans, also requiring that it place a 
model that takes into account fishery science with an emphasis on 
serving the fisher people who can make a living from that industry. 


I humbly present this to the House on behalf of not only the fisher 
people of Newfoundland and Labrador but all stakeholders in the 
province. 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that all questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


HETIAT 


MOTIONS FOR PAPERS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that all notices of motions for the production of papers be 
allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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[English] 


SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC) moved that Bill C-10, An Act to enact 
the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to amend the State 
Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled Drugs and 
Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release Act, the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee Protection 
Act and other Acts, be read the second time and referred to a 
committee. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to open debate on Bill C-10, 
An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to 
amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled 
Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release 
Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act and other Acts. 


The bill, which is known as the Safe Streets and Communities 
Act, fulfills the commitment in the June 2011 Speech from the 
Throne to quickly reintroduce law and order legislation to combat 
crime and terrorism. This commitment, in turn, reflects the strong 
mandate that Canadians have given us to protect society and to hold 
criminals accountable. 


We have bundled together crime bills that died on the Order Paper 
in the last Parliament into a comprehensive piece of legislation and it 
is our plan to pass it within the first 100 sitting days of Parliament. 


As I met with victims of crime and their families yesterday in 
Brampton, I was once again struck by the importance of having this 
legislation passed in a timely manner. Both in Brampton and in 
Montreal yesterday, people such as Joe Wamback, Sharon 
Rosenfeldt, Sheldon Kennedy, Yvonne Harvey, Gary Lindfield, 
Maureen Basnicki and Line Lacasse spoke about the need for these 
changes to our laws. 


We have a duty to stand up for these victims, which we are doing 
by bringing in this legislation. 


The objective of our criminal law reform agenda over the past few 
years has been to build a stronger, safer and better Canada. This 
comprehensive legislation is another important step in the process to 
achieve this end. 


As I travelled across the country holding round tables or meeting 
people on the street, the message was clear. People want to ensure 
their streets and communities are safer and they are relying on us to 
take the steps needed to achieve this. 


There are five parts to Bill C-10. 


Part 1 includes reforms to deter terrorism by supporting victims of 
terrorism and amending the State Immunity Act. 
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Part 2 includes sentencing reforms that will target sexual offences 
against children and serious drug offences, as well as prevent the use 
of conditional sentences for serious violent and property crimes. 


Part 3 includes post-sentencing reforms to increase offender 
accountability, eliminate pardons for serious crimes and strengthen 
the international transfer of offenders regime. 


Part 4 includes reforms to better protect Canadians from violent 
young offenders. 


Lastly, part 5 includes immigration reforms to better protect 
vulnerable foreign workers against abuse and exploitation, including 
through human trafficking. 


Some may say that this comprehensive bill makes it difficult to 
understand. In response I would note that these reforms should be 
very familiar to members of Parliament, indeed all Canadians, given 
that these reforms were before the previous Parliament when they 
died on the Order Paper with the dissolution of that Parliament. 


Many of these reforms have been previously debated, studied and 
even passed by at least one of the two chambers of Parliament. For 
the most part, the comprehensive legislation reintroduces these 
reforms in the same form they were in previously, with technical 
changes that were needed to be able to reintroduce them in this 
Parliament in one bill. 


A few additional changes have been made and I will describe 
them as I provide a summary of the individual areas of reform. 
However, I want to note that these additional changes remain 
consistent with the government's objectives when these reforms were 
originally introduced in the previous Parliament and, therefore, 
should also be supported today. 


I will now take hon. members through some of the elements of 
Bill C-10. 


Part | is comprised of clauses 2 through 9. These amendments 
seek to deter terrorism by enacting the justice for victims of terrorism 
act. 


As reflected in the proposed preamble to the new act, these 
reforms recognize that, “terrorism is a matter of national concern that 
affects the security of the nation”, and that it is a “priority to deter 
and prevent acts of terrorism against Canada and Canadians”, 


As Canadians recently marked the 10th anniversary of the 9/11 
attacks on New York, Virginia and Pennsylvania, it was a stark 
reminder that the threat of terrorism remains and that we must 
continue to be vigilant. 


@ (1520) 


Accordingly and with a view to deterring terrorism, part 1 
proposes to create a cause of action for victims of terrorism to enable 
them to sue perpetrators and supporters of terrorism, including listed 
foreign states, for loss or damage that occurred as a result of an act of 
terrorism or omission committed anywhere in the world on or after 
January 1, 1985. 


It also would amend the State Immunity Act to lift immunity of 
those states that the government has listed for support of terrorism. 
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Part 1's amendments were previously proposed and passed by the 
Senate in former Bill S-7, Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act, in the 
previous session of Parliament. They include technical changes to 
correct grammatical and cross-reference errors. 


Part 2 is comprised of clauses 10 through 51. It proposes 
sentencing amendments to the Criminal Code and the Controlled 
Drugs and Substances Act to ensure that the sentences imposed for 
child sexual exploitation, serious drug offences, as well as for other 
serious violent and property crimes, adequately reflect the severity of 
these crimes. 


The exploitation of children is a most serious crime, one that is 
incomprehensible and must be met with appropriate punishment. Bill 
C-10 proposals addressing child sexual exploitation were addressed 
in the previous bill. These reforms seek to consistently and 
adequately condemn all forms of child sexual abuse through the 
imposition of new and higher mandatory sentences of imprisonment, 
as well as some higher maximum penalties. 


They also seek to prevent the commission of sexual offences 
against children through the creation of two new offences and by 
requiring courts to consider imposing conditions to prevent 
suspected or convicted child sex offenders from engaging in conduct 
that could facilitate or further their commission of sexual offences 
against children. 


The bill's proposed reforms addressing child sexual exploitation 
are essentially the same as the bill we had in the previous Parliament, 
that was passed by the House of Commons and was before the 
Senate at third reading debate when it died on the Order Paper. 
Unfortunately, some members kept on talking so that the bill did not 
get passed. 


The primary difference is that this bill also proposes to increase 
the maximum penalty for four offences, with a corresponding 
increase in their proposed mandatory minimum sentence of 
imprisonment to better reflect the heinous nature of these offences. 


The bill proposes to increase the maximum penalty on summary 
conviction for a number of offences. All of these are consistent with 
the objectives of the former Bill C-54 as originally introduced. 


It also proposes Criminal Code reforms to further restrict the use 
of a conditional sentence, or house arrest as it is often called. 
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Originally proposed in Bill C-16, ending house arrest for property 
and other serious erimes by serious and violent offenders act in the 
previous Parliament, these proposals seek to make it explicitly clear 
that a conditional sentence is never available for: offences punish- 
able by a maximum of 14 years or life; offences prosecuted by 
indictment and punishable by a maximum penalty of 10 years that 
result in bodily harm, involve the import-export, trafficking and 
production of drugs or involve the use of a weapon; or listed serious 
property and violent offences punishable by 10 years and prosecuted 
by indictment, such as criminal harassment, trafficking in persons 
and theft over $5,000. 


The bill's proposals are in the same form as previously proposed in 
Bill C-16 which had received second reading and had been referred 


to the justice committee but not yet studied when it died on the Order 


Paper. 


It includes technical changes to the list of excluded offences 
punishable by a maximum of 10 years: to include the recently 
enacted new offence of motor vehicle theft; to coordinate the 
proposed imposition of a mandatory minimum sentence of 
imprisonment in section 172.1(1), luring a child; and to change the 
listed child abduction offence to section 281. 


We are also addressing the serious issue of drug crimes in this 
country, particularly those involving organized crime and those that 
target youth because we all know the impact that such crimes have 
on our communities. 


@ (1525) 


Part 2's proposals to address drug crime include amendments to 
the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act to impose mandatory 
minimum sentences of imprisonment for the offences of production, 
trafficking or possession for the purposes of trafficking or importing, 
and exporting or possession for the purpose of exporting of schedule 
I drugs, such as heroin, cocaine and methamphetamine, and schedule 
II drugs, such as marijuana. 


These mandatory minimum sentences would apply where there 
was an aggravating factor, including where the production of the 
drug constituted a potential security, health or safety hazard, or the 
offence was committed in or near a school. 


As well, it would double the maximum penalty for the production 
of schedule II drugs, such as marijuana, from 7 to 14 years and it 
would reschedule GHB and flunitrazepam, most commonly known 
as the date rape drugs, from schedule III to schedule I. 


As a result, these offences would now carry higher maximum 
penalties. 


The bill would also allow a court to delay sentencing while the 
addicted offender completed a treatment program approved by the 
province under the supervision of the court or a drug treatment court 
approved program and to impose a penalty other than the minimum 
sentence if the offender successfully completes the treatment 
program. 


These proposals are in the same form they were in when they were 
passed by the Senate as former Bill S-10 
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Part 3, which is comprised of clauses 52 through 166, proposes 
post-sentencing reforms to better support victims and to increase 
offender accountability. 


Canadians have told us they expect their government to ensure 
that offenders are held accountable for their crimes because only 
then can they have complete confidence in our justice system. 


Part 3 introduces reforms previously contained in bills in the 
previous Parliament. It includes proposals from the ending early 
release for criminals and increasing offender accountability act that 
would amend the Corrections and Conditional Release Act to 
recognize the rights of victims, increase offender accountability and 
responsibility, and modernize the disciplinary system for inmates. 


As now proposed in Bill C-10, it includes technical modifications 
that would delete provisions that were ultimately passed as part of 
the Abolition of Early Parole Act, as well as clarifications regarding, 
for example, sentence calculations, adding new offences recently 
enacted by other legislation, and proposes to change the name of the 
National Parole Board to the Parole Board of Canada. 


It includes proposals previously contained in Bill C-5, the 
Keeping Canadians Safe (the International Transfer of Offenders) 
Act and which seek to enhance public safety by enshrining in law a 
number of additional key factors in deciding whether an offender 
would be granted a transfer back to Canada. The bill proposes these 
reforms as originally introduced. 


It includes proposals included in the Eliminating Pardons for 
Serious Crimes Act in the previous Parliament and that propose to 
expand the period of ineligibility for a record suspension, currently 
referred to as a “pardon”, and to make record suspensions 
unavailable for certain offences and for persons who have been 
convicted of more than three offences, prosecuted by indictment, and 
for each of which the individual received a sentence of two years or 
more. This bill corrects inconsistencies that occurred in the former 
bills before Parliament. 


One of the areas of criminal law I received an extensive number of 
letters, emails and calls about is that dealing with violent and repeat 
young offenders. I have been particularly interested in correspon- 


_ dence I have received from young students themselves and I am 


always pleased to hear everyone's views on this subject. 


Part 4, which is found at clauses 167 through 204, proposes 
reforms to the Youth Criminal Justice Act to strengthen its handling 
of violent and repeat young offenders. 
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These reforms include: highlighting the protection of the public as 
a principle, making it easier to detain youth charged with serious 
offences pending trial; ensuring that prosecutors consider seeking 
adult sentences for the most serious offences; prohibiting youth 
under the age of 18 from serving a sentence in an adult facility; and 
requiring police to keep records of extrajudicial measures. These 
reforms were previously proposed in Sébastien's law, which had 
been extensively studied by the House of Commons Standing 
Committee on Justice and Human Rights when it died on the order 
paper in the previous Parliament. 


@ (1530) 


The bill includes changes to address concerns that had been 
highlighted by the provinces regarding the pretrial adult sentencing 
and deferred custody provisions in the former bill. A number of the 
provinces requested a less restrictive regime for the pretrial detention 
provisions than that of Bill C-4, and therefore the changes found in 
this bill respond by providing more flexibility to detain youth who 
are spiralling out of control and who pose a risk to the public and to 
themselves. 


The test for pretrial detention will be self-contained in the act 
without reference to other sections of the Criminal Code. 


Other changes are more technical, if that is possible, and include 
removing Bill C-4's proposed amendments in two areas: deleting 
reference to the standard of proof for an adult sentence, and the 
expanded scope of deferred custody and supervision orders. 


Last, part 5, which is found at clauses 205 through 207, proposes 
amendments to the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act to 
authorize immigration officers to refuse work permits to foreign 
nationals and workers where it would protect them against 
humiliating and degrading treatment, including sexual exploitation 
and human trafficking. These proposals are in the same form they 
were in when they were previously proposed in former Bill C-56, the 
preventing trafficking, abuse and exploitation of vulnerable 
immigrants act. 


I would point out as well that the proposed reforms would come 
into force in the same manner as originally proposed by the 
predecessor bills. Part 1 would come into force upon receiving royal 
assent, and the balance would come into force on a day to be fixed 
by the governor in council. This will enable us to consult with the 
provinces and territories on the time needed to enable them to 
prepare for the timely and effective implementation of these reforms. 


I realize that I have taken some time to go through some of the 
details of this bill. We were very clear in the last election that this 
was a priority for this government. We have put these bills together 
and they better protect victims. As members know, in all the 
legislation that we have introduced, we always highlight how it 
better protects victims in this country and stand up for the interests of 
law-abiding Canadians. 


I am pleased and proud to be associated, as are my colleagues, 
with this important piece of legislation. 
@ (1535) 

Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, the public safety minister has pretty well lost all credibility 
when it comes to estimating what these crime bills are going to cost. 
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I point out the estimate he made originally on a couple of bills. His 
estimate was that it was going to cost $90 million. That escalated up 
into the hundreds of millions and then into the billions. We are up to 
$2 billion now just on the bills that have already been through the 
House of extra costs to the Government of Canada, and more 
important, to the provinces, because more of the burden has gone 
there. 


With regard to this omnibus bill, are you planning to present to 
justice committee and/or the House a full analysis of how much it is 
going to cost the federal treasury and the provincial and territorial 
treasuries? 


The Deputy Speaker: I would remind all members to direct their 
questions through the Speaker's chair. 


The hon. Minister of Justice. 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, the hon. member will 
remember that when the public safety minister and I were before a 
committee of the House of Commons, we tabled hundreds of pages 
giving breakdowns and an analysis of what these pieces of 
legislation would cost the Canadian taxpayer. 


In one sense I am pleased. If those members are truly worried 
about expenditures by the federal government, this is something 
new. I really have not heard this too much from the NDP over the 
years. Let us be fair. Most of the questions are always about 
spending more money. Those are the ones we get. If those members 
are now worried that somehow taking violent criminals off the street 
is going to cost money, I can assure them that the Minister of Public 
Safety has taken that all into consideration. Hundreds of pages have 
been tabled before them. 


I would ask the hon. member to please look at the cost to victims 
in this country. Victims tell me every time I see them that they pay 
most of the costs. A study by the Department of Justice in 2008 
confirms that. About 83% of all the costs of crime in this country are 
borne by victims. If those members are worried about costs, about 
taking a violent criminal off the street and locking up that individual, 
that is okay because that is their concern and their priority. That is 
fine, but they should also worry about the victim, the law-abiding 
Canadian who could be a constituent of theirs. I want them to worry 
about that individual as well. 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Madam Speaker, this 
morning the minister appeared on Canada AM on CTV. He was 
interviewed by Seamus O'Regan, who asked him five times what the 
cost would be to the Canadian public, to the taxpayers, of the 
implications of this bill. Each time the minister refused to answer. 


The minister has been asked several times today in the House of 
Commons, and perhaps he was asked the same question elsewhere. 
He still has failed to tell the House. 
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In fact, one of the minister's answers to Seamus O'Regan was that 
it would be a sustainable cost. If he can come to the conclusion that it 
will be sustainable, then surely he must know the amount. Does he 
know the amount and is not willing to tell the Canadian people, or 
will he tell us today? Will he give us the answer to the question he 
has been asked all day long? 


If the minister absolutely refuses to answer the question of what 
the bill will cost, perhaps he will answer the question of how many 
times he has been asked that today. 


© (1540) 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, I think I have been very 
clear. I can refer the hon. member to the hundreds of pages that were 
tabled before the parliamentary committee just prior to the previous 
election. I invite him to go through all those hundreds of pages and 
to note the comments of my colleague, the Minister of Public Safety, 
with respect to this. 


I did indicate that in 2008 there was a Department of Justice study 
on the costs of crime. It estimated that approximately $99 billion is 
the cost of crime in this country. I will repeat that so the hon. 
member understands. The cost of crime is $99 billion. 


I appreciate that this is not a priority for the hon. member or for 
his party, but it is a priority for the Conservative Party that 83% of 
that cost is borne by the victims of crime. They are the ones who pay 
the price. I would hope that at some point in time those members will 
stand up and say that they are worried about costs and have become 
fiscal conservatives and they are worried about spending every dime, 
but they realize that most of the cost continues to be borne by victims 
in this country, who are the ones we have to stand up for. Those are 
the ones we have to protect. 


I want the support of the hon. member and his party. 


Mr. Ron Cannan (Kelowna—Lake Country, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, as a British Columbian, I welcome members to visit the 
Okanagan any time. 


It is a pleasure to be here and to have an opportunity to thank my 
hon. colleague for keeping our campaign commitment to keep our 
streets and our communities safe. 


There was a horrific shooting this summer in our community. In 
British Columbia organized crime and the gangs, guns, and drug 
trafficking are serious issues. I am very appreciative that our 
government is committed to bringing some balance to standing up 
for victims within our court system. 


One of the concerns raised is that judges are losing some of their 
ability to decide and that the government is forcing their decision 
making. I stand to be corrected but it is my understanding that the 
‘ flexibility will remain within the judicial system and we are 
providing more tools for our law enforcement and judicial systems to 
be more effective and efficient. 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, I certainly thank the 
member for Kelowna—Lake Country for his continuing interest in 
this. I very much appreciate his support on all these efforts to better 
protect Canadians. 


Our job as legislators is to provide guidelines for the courts. We 
provide maximum sentences on all criminal law legislation. 
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I recall a colleague saying many years ago, “Why put a maximum 
on? Just let the courts decide. If they want to give a guy more than 
five years, do not put a maximum”. I| said that it was our job as 
legislators to put a maximum. On many occasions we are putting 
minimum sentences as well, but within the guidelines that we 
provide to the courts, it is obviously up to the courts where a 
sentence should lie for an individual who has been found guilty. 


Many of those mandatory sentences are for drug crimes. I 
appreciate that and certainly it is my hope that this bill will quickly 
go to committee and will soon become the law of this country. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Madam Speaker, in terms of the history, since 
2006 in the justice committee and the public safety committee, I 
have repeatedly asked the various ministers of the government for 
cost assessments of all the bills that have gone through in this period 
of time. The information we got from the minister a few minutes ago 
was grossly inaccurate in that regard. I am not new to this file. I am 
not new to asking about the costs. 


I ask the minister again. Is he going to say to the House at some 
point that he has gone to the public accounts officer, that he has 
checked with other sources and provide his analysis, not what the 
government did last time, even after it was found in contempt of the 
House for not providing this information? At best, it gave about 
60%, probably only about 40%, of the information that the 


_ Parliamentary Budget Officer wanted to make a proper assessment. 


Is the government going to give it all to us this time and is it going 
to do a valid assessment both for the federal government and the 
provinces? 


@ (1545) 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, I invite the hon. member 
to have a look at the documentation that was tabled before the 
committee. There were hundreds of pages of breakdowns. 


What is really going on here is that if one does not agree that some 
of these violent individuals should be taken off the street, if one does 
not agree that people who are sexually exploiting children should 
receive mandatory minimum sentences, one will never be satisfied 
with the cost. I and my colleagues emphasize that the costs are borne 
by the victims right across the board. I hope, for once, that New 
Democrats would make that their priority. However, we have not 
heard it up to this point in time. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, it is really a historic day with regard to this bill in terms 
of the debate that we will see in the House over the next number of 
days and weeks. 


It is historic because we have had a government for the last five 
years that has attempted to reverse the approach to the criminal 
justice system that we have taken in our country for the better part of 
40 years. 
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It was about 40 years ago when governments, and not just 
governments in the ideological centre or left of the political 
spectrum, but progressive Conservative governments as well, 
followed this pattern. Then we saw the advance of the Reform and 
the Alliance, the radical right wing ideology adopted mostly from the 
United States, which, incidentally, is now reversing itself and 
looking at Canada as an example of how to deal with crime, with 
anti-social behaviour and how to build a fair, just and effective 
criminal justice system. 


The current government is driven entirely by ideology, never by 
fact, never by solid evidence. 


‘It is interesting. I always think of the minister who was the 
minister of justice before the current one, now the Minister of Public 
Safety, being challenged by Dan Gardner, one of the reporters or 
commentators for one of the Ottawa papers, to send him studies that 
showed deterrence worked, so he did. He sent him five studies. 
Three of them, when Mr. Gardner looked at them, showed that in 
fact deterrence did not work. The other two were totally unequivocal 
and were very subjective in their analysis and were not valid studies 
based on normal methodology for sociological and criminology 
studies. : 


The Conservatives have never been able to do anything better than 
that. 


We heard today again that expression. The Conservatives stand in 
the House and talk about victims with the assumption that the bill, 
and the kinds of bills they have passed in the last five years, will 
somehow deter crime, that they will reduce that $99 billion figure, 
which is highly suspect, as I keep repeating. They say they will do 
something to reduce crime by the use of punishment, by the use of 
deterrence, by the use of putting thousands and thousands more 
people into jail. 


Not one study, not just in Canada, but any place in the developed 
world, any place in the democracy we can go to and find a study, 
says deterrence works. We are about to spend an additional, 
depending on whose estimates we want to use, anywhere from at 
least $2 billion to $11 billion, $12 billion and $13 billion over the 
next five years on a philosophy, on an ideology on criminal justice 
that does not work. The bill just repeats that. 


This is me wearing my lawyer's hat to some degree. I have stood 
in the House over the last seven years as the critic for our party on 
both public safety and justice. I have advocated a number of times 
that we do need major reform to our Criminal Code and the 
methodology of doing that would be with omnibus bills. This is not 
the first omnibus bill we have had from the government; it actually is 
the second one. When I first heard the Conservatives would do that, I 
thought that they were finally listening to those of us who have 
advocated for the need for reform to the Criminal Code because of 
the duplication and contradictions in the Code, particularly around 
sentencing, but around offences as well. 


However, the Conservatives are not doing that. All they are doing 
is lumping a whole bunch of bills together and sending them 
through, a number of bills that have no relevancy to each other. If 
they are to do an omnibus bill, if they are to do major reform to the 
Criminal Code, they have to do it systematically. For instance, even 
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in the bill we are seeing conflict in terms of sentencing principles 
that they are going to use as an example. We saw it in one of the 
newspapers reports overnight. 


@ (1550) 


The bill will have this kind of a consequence. We are going to 
have a mandatory minimum penalty for an offence of trafficking a 
drug that is double what the mandatory minimum is for the rape of a 
child. We have that kind of confusion and contradiction just in this 
bill, and we have huge numbers of those kinds of contradictions. 


Therefore, if we were really intent on building an effective 
criminal justice system that did not have these kinds of contra- 
dictions, that make it difficult for our police, judges, defence lawyers 
and the prosecutors to enforce the law, we would have started reform 
a long time ago. 


I am going to go to the bill itself. As opposed to what the minister 
said, the bill is actually a composition of nine bills from the past 
Parliament. Although it has five parts to it, it actually encompasses 
nine different bills, and I will not have enough time to address all of 
them. Therefore, I will concentrate my comments, because of the 
cost factor, on the drug part of the bill. 


This will be the third time that the bill is before the House. It has 
had some changes since the first time, but it is essentially the same. 
When it came before the House at that time, both the Conservative 
government and the Liberal party supported the bill. They got it 
passed. I am quite sure it went to the Senate. We had an election and 
it failed and we started over again. 


In the last Parliament, it was a bill that came out of the Senate. At 
that time because of a change in leadership for the Liberals, they flip- 
flopped and decided they would oppose it. 


We have been opposed to the bill in its various incarnations for 
two reasons: the cost; and the reality that the cost is totally 
unjustifiable in terms of this bill doing anything to combat drug 
trafficking. It is easy for us to say that. 


I live in the most southern part of our country. In fact, I live in an 
area of the country that is south of our neighbours to the north in the 
United States. I have watched the United States legislature try to deal 
with the problem of drug trafficking. Starting about two and a half 
years ago, the Americans began to repeal legislation that had 
mandatory minimums. It was simply that they were going bankrupt 
in terms of keeping that many people in jail. 
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There was a similar pattern in California that hit its epitome a year 
ago in the spring. In the jails, people were double and triple bunking 
and were in fact being housed in the cafeterias and the gyms, with no 
rehabilitation or treatment, or sense that these people were going to 
get out, with a large number of them with mental health problems as 
well, the usual pattern. California was going to be required by the 
courts to release 35,000 to 45,000 inmates in that year. A good 
- number of these inmates had been convicted of serious violent 
crimes, had no treatment or rehabilitation while they were in and 
they were going back out onto the streets. That kind of crisis 
occurred in the United States when it passed these kinds of laws and 
proceeded to enforce them. Over a period of 10 to 15 years, the 
prison population doubled there. 


We are following the same route. It is back to the government 
refusing to look at the facts and accept any hard evidence of what 
this kind of legislation does. It is going down the same route that the 
United States went down between 15 and 20 years ago, and is now 
reversing itself. Now the Conservative government is starting down 
the same path. 


It is not just the United States. If we go around the globe very few 
other countries have attempted this, I am happy to say. No other 
government in our western democracies has attempted this 
successfully. It does not work, yet in the next five years we are 
about to spend between $10 billion to $13 billion just on this bill. 


@ (1555) 


The drug part of the bill in particular is going to increase the 
prison population, mostly at the provincial level. We have provinces 
that are double-bunking now to the rate of 200%. They are over 
capacity by 200%. There is not a province or territory that is not in 
excess of its capacity. 


Perhaps the House should also appreciate this fact: we have signed 
on to an international protocol that says we will not do double- 
bunking at either the provincial or the federal level. We are in 
complete contravention of that protocol and have been for a number 
of years, and it is going to get much worse. 


I know I am emphasizing the drug part of the bill because it is 
where the costs primarily are. It is not the only area, but it is the 
overwhelmingly large one. The vast majority of the people who are 
going to be affected by the bill are not the Hells Angels, not the 
bikers, not the people we have seen historically as organized crime. 
Again, I say that because we have studied the situation in the United 
States when it passed bills identical to this one. It is the low-hanging 
fruit that gets caught. The vast majority of those people, the petty 
traffickers in marijuana in particular, are the ones who get caught, 
especially because they only have to have six plants, and they do not 
have to be six-foot-high plants. It just says more than five plants. 
Someone with six plants that are three inches high will be considered 
a trafficker, in spite of some of the comments we have heard from the 
minister. 


I do not think the minister has ever done a drug trafficking trial. I 
have, and the way the act is worded, anyone who has six plants or 
more cannot justify that he or she is not a trafficker. We are going to 
have a huge number of young people who are now being convicted 
of simple possession going to jail, including some of the children of 
the people sitting across the aisle from me and some of the children 
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of the people sitting on our side of the table. They will be going to 
jail for at least six months simply because they have six marijuana 
plants. 


That is the consequence of the bill, and we are going to end up, as 
taxpayers, paying the toll. 


I would like to deal in some detail as well with the bill that was 
Bill C-4 in the last Parliament, the bill that dealt with young 
offenders. ; 


This one had a very interesting history. It was the attempt on the 
part of the government to return us to an old pattern of history, when 
we used to treat youth much more harshly than we have in the last 15 
or 20 years. We heard from the minister again today that they are 
justifying it on the basis that they are going after the young offender 
who is already a serious violent offender. I say this from all of the 
parties that are sitting in the House and that were at the justice 
committee last time that we all accepted that as a reality. That is just 
a historical side note. We had major reform to the young offender 
law almost six years ago now. When the minister brought this bill 
forward, there was a lot of commentary from a number of sides that 
it was too soon to amend the bill. The committee as a whole, all 
political parties, said no. It was true generally, and some of the things 
they were trying to do—in particular, to reintroduce deterrence to 
young offenders—we rejected. We said no. We said we needed to 
look at whether there were mechanisms or enforcement tools or 
legislative tools that we could give our police and our prosecutors, 
and ultimately our judges, to be able to deal with that small 
percentage of young offenders who are already serious, violent risks 
to our society. 


@ (1600) 


We all conceded that this group existed and we also felt that we 
could do something about it. Interestingly, three prosecutors came 
before the committee voluntarily. I and the other opposition parties 
do not take any credit for finding these senior prosecutors of young 
offenders in their respective provinces of Nova Scotia, Manitoba and 
Alberta. They got together and asked collectively to come and make 
presentations. 


The first thing they said to the committee was that the 
government's bill would do just the opposite: it was going to make 
it more difficult for them to prosecute serious, violent youth 
offenders. 


In the last few weeks I received a letter from the attorney general 
confirming the prosecutors in Saskatchewan. We had representation 
from two Conservative governments and two NDP governments 
before the committee saying that we had messed up really badly, that 
our bill was going to do exactly the opposite of what we were telling 
the country it was going to do. 
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I take credit for asking them if they could give us the amendments 
they needed, and they did that. I want to recognize the work that they 
did. They gave us three amendments. Basically they let the youth 
criminal justice system focus in on the serious offenders and let the 
rest of the system work, because the rest of the system, from 
everything we:heard at committee, is working reasonably well. It is 
effective, fair and just and it deals with youth crime quite effectively, 
but it is not doing so with serious offenders. 


The prosecutors gave us three amendments and came back a 
second time to present and explain them to us in detail. I asked 
government members if they would adopt them. They said no. They 
were so certain they had a perfect bill that in spite of the experts, 
their own prosecutorial experts, the government refused to accept 
those amendments. 


Interestingly, and I will give them credit for this, in this 
incarnation, this omnibus bill, Conservatives have taken two of the 
amendments. The third amendment deals with sentencing of youth 
as adults, and they need that amendment again for this one. I have no 
answer for why it is not in here. I was hoping I would have enough 
time to ask the minister today, but I will have to do that subsequently. 
However, it is not there. 


Those amendments are necessary in the bill. Again, I repeat that 
the NDP, the Liberals and the Bloc members were prepared to 
support those amendments, and the government refused to do so 
simply because, in dealing with the Conservatives, it is their way or 
the highway. They were absolutely adamant about refusing to take 
those amendments. 


The third part I want to address is the international transfer of 
prisoners. We have had a long history in this country of signing 
treaties with other countries that say that if we have one of their 
citizens convicted of a crime in prison in our country, we will allow 
the prisoner to apply to his or her country to be returned to that 
country of origin. Of course, we have the vice versa arrangement for 
ourselves, so that one of our citizens in another country can apply to 
be returned to Canada. I do not how long we have had those 
arrangements, but it has been a number of decades. 


When the Conservatives first came into power in 2006, they 
unilaterally decided they were going to change the pattern and reject 
a whole bunch of these applications. We went from accepting 
something in the range of 90% of those applications to less than 
50%. There were court applications made against the government's 
conduct, and it was slapped really hard by the Federal Court. 


The Conservatives have now tried to put into the bill what really 
amounts to absolute discretion for the minister to be able to continue 
that practice of reducing those numbers. This has created an 
international incident between ourselves and the United States, with 
which most of these prisoner exchanges occur. Americans actually 
sent a note of protest to the Canadian government in January 2010 
because it had so radically changed the pattern. 


© (1605) 
The bill has major problems. There are parts of it that New 


Democrats could in fact support; I could not get to them because my 
time is just about up, but with the attitude we have of the 
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government, it is going to be very difficult to work out those kinds of 
compromises. 


Hon. Laurie Hawn (Edmonton Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, 
I have three quick points to make to my colleague, whose remarks i 
enjoyed, as I always do. These points all relate in one way or another 
to costs. 


First, he is forecasting massive increases in the prison population. 
Until now the forecasts that were put out by Correctional Service 
Canada were based on what we did in the past, and these huge 
increases simply have not materialized, so I am not sure what he is 
basing that on. 


Second, obviously a lot of prison structures are very old and 
crumbling and a lot of infrastructure has to be replaced right now, 
regardless of anything else. Would he acknowledge that replacement 
will cost some amount of money? I do not know what that is. 


Third, I think we all believe in rehabilitation and deterrence, but it 
is difficult to quantify. The statistics I have seen say that a habitual 
criminal commits about 15 offences a year. Would he acknowledge 
that there is a significant cost, which we really could not determine, 
to society and victims of leaving that person on the street for a year, 
when as a habitual criminal the person could be incarcerated, which 
would prevent the 15 crimes that would prey on victims? 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague from 
Edmonton Centre for those questions, although I still have not 
forgiven him for the damage he caused to the centre. I could not 
bring my grandson to visit it the day I was there. The centre is right 
across the street from his office, and I am sure he caused the flood in 
the centre the day I was there and my grandson could not visit. 


With regard to past estimates that I know the government has been 
putting out, those estimates are based longitudinally. They have not 
all come to fruition up to this point. They will eventually. I do not 
think the estimates are that far off. 


Let me say to the member that since the Conservative government 
has been in power, the budget for corrections has almost doubled. It 
is not quite 100%, but it is very close, just in five years. It almost six 
years now, but we have not seen the last year, so it probably has 
doubled by now. That is very real. Even though those estimates have 
not fully come to fruition, I believe they will, because I think they 
were properly done by Correctional Service Canada. We have very 
good Correctional Service Canada people. We need more of them, 
but they are very good. 


With regard to prison repair, I agree with that. I know that in 
Ontario, in and around Kingston in particular, there are prisons that 
are over 100 years old and have had minimal repair in that period of 
time. There is no objection if that was the purpose, but that is not the 
purpose of the money that is being proposed to be spent. It is to 
house new prisoners, not to do the major repairs that are needed. 
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Finally, with regard to habitual criminals, there are studies in the 
United States that suggest or show exactly what the member has 
suggested, which is that if people are kept in prison longer, the crime 
rate is going to go down. For a short period of time, I would accept 
that. However, when criminals are in for an extra length of time, they 
are in prisons where there is no rehabilitation for them at all. That 
was the California experience. There was no rehabilitation at all. 
When they get out, the crimes they commit are more violent, and in 
fact the crime rate goes up. 


@ (1610) 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Madam Speaker, the 
reality is that we have seen this type of law and order policy in the 
United States, as he has articulated. If putting more people in prison 
for longer periods of time created safer communities, American 
cities would be the safest in the world, because nobody incarcerates 
more people than the Americans. 


Earlier today, in response to the hon. member's questions, the 
minister stated that he had totally fulfilled the demands of the House 
in terms of the information requested regarding the costs of the 
government's justice bills. 


I want to inform the hon. member that the answer given by the 
minister earlier today in the House was false. In fact, it was my 
motion that led to the minister's appearance before the operations 
and estimates committee due to the Speaker's ruling of contempt of 
Parliament by the Conservative government. When the minister 
appeared before the government operations committee, he did a data 
dump the morning of his appearance, dumping thousands of pages of 
paper, and he responded to only 26% of the information requested by 
Parliament for the cost of the legislation. 


How does the hon. member feel about the continued stonewalling 
by the government and the minister of this Parliament, and about 
their refusal to respect Parliament and provide that kind of— 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Madam Speaker, I acknowledge and I am 
quite aware of the circumstances of how that occurred. For the first 
time in the history of this Parliament, and perhaps of every 
Parliament in the Commonwealth, a government was found in 
contempt for adamantly refusing to provide material. The hon. 
member is right. The contempt did continue after the contempt order 
and the majority vote that took place which found the government in 
contempt. 


Specifically with regard to crime bills, it is my understanding that 
the Parliamentary Budget Officer stated that under that contempt 
order the information he received was no better than 60% and 
perhaps as little as 40%. Accordingly, he was not fully satisfied with 
the results of the analysis he had prepared. However, in retrospect, 
he did provide a much closer analysis than what was prepared by the 
Minister of Public Safety. 


The Minister of Public Safety repeatedly told the House that the 
crime bills would only cost $90 million, a figure which has now 
increased to $2.2 billion. These are the kinds of discrepancies we are 
seeing. 
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Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, it appears sometimes we seek justice through headlines. 
Whenever there is a violent crime somewhere in the country the 
media and talk shows go on about it for weeks feeding the fever of 
all Canadian citizens who then get rattled and feel that we have to do 
something. 


I take offence when the Minister of Justice indicates or hints to the 
Canadian people that we on this side of the House do not care for 
victims. That is nonsense. There is not one member of Parliament 
from any party in the House who is not concerned about crime and 
what it does to victims in the country. 


The serious concern I have is that I have heard the anecdotal and 
not factual evidence that one-third of our prison inmates have mental 
illness. There is a huge push in this country from academia, 
corporations and governments of all sides to deal with this serious 
issue. However, the provincial and federal governments ignore the 
plight of the mentally ill and incarcerate them. Instead of having 
institutions for the mentally ill to get the help they need, they are 
thrown in jail. 


Would my hon. colleague comment on how many more people 
who commit crimes due to mental illness would find themselves 
incarcerated instead of getting the help they so richly deserve if the 
bill goes through? 


© (1615) 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Madam Speaker, with regard to the 
assessment, Mr. Head, who is the Commissioner of the Correctional 
Service of Canada, was before the public safety committee two or 
three years ago. His estimate then was that 50% of all inmates in 
federal prisons would be able to get mental health treatment under 
our provincial health plans. 


On the 33% or 30% to 35% figures that my friend raised of those 
who have been diagnosed with serious mental health problems and 
given a prognosis, treatment in fact would be available in the 
community. However, very little of that treatment is available in our 
federal institutions. 


I forget what the bill was we were dealing with a year or so ago, 
but evidence came forward from a psychologist who had received 
the Order of Canada and was recognized as an international expert in 
treating mentally ill people who had committed serious crimes that 
10 psychologists had been cut out of the federal system in the 
Kingston area and that their contracts would not be renewed. 


In terms of the second part of my colleague's question on the 
consequences of the drug bill, it is the small-time traffickers who are 
drug abusers and addicts who would end up in prison. 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: Before resuming debate, it is my duty, 
pursuant to Standing Order 38, to inform the House that the 
questions to be raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as 
follows: the hon. member for Cardigan, Fisheries and Oceans; the 
hon. member for Vancouver Quadra, Canada Revenue Agency. 
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Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Madam Speaker, today 
marks the second speech that I have given in the House. It has been a 
busy week. 


As some of the members may know, I am a new member of 
Parliament for the riding of Charlottetown, the birthplace of 
Confederation. I trust I will be allowed this opportunity to thank 
the good people of Charlottetown for bestowing upon me the honour 
and privilege of representing them here in the chamber. 


Madam Speaker, I very much look forward to working with you 
and with my colleagues on both sides of the House. 


As members may know, my colleague, the justice critic and hon. 
member for Mount Royal, a former minister of justice and a world- 
renowned advocate of human rights, a law scholar and professor, is 
at the United Nations today participating in meetings. We wish him, 
along with our Prime Minister, well in their deliberations at the 
United Nations meetings as the world watches the events regarding 
the Middle East unfold. 


I am here today to talk about Bill C-10. The bill is large and 
includes nine bills from the previous Parliament all lumped into one 
big buffet of division and fear. The title of the bill goes on for about 
seven lines. I can just imagine how much time, effort, deliberation in 


meetings and agonizing it must have taken to come up with a name 
for this bill. 


I tried to imagine some of the other names that might have fallen 
on the cutting room floor. I will speculate on a few of the names that 
did not quite make it: an act to divide Canadians and keep the 
Conservative base happy; an act to provide inmates for empty 
prisons; an act to fill prisons in order to build new ones; an act to 
take more aboriginals off reserves and put them into prisons; an act 
to provide a Conservative comprehensive affordable housing 
strategy; an act to make prisons the largest mental health institutions 
in Canada; and, one I particularly like, an act to stimulate the penal 
sector. 


After many lunches, dinners and late night meetings, the 
Conservatives finally settled on a short title for the bill. I understand 
this was the runner-up to the one that actually made it, that being, we 
won a majority, now get out of our way act. 


Never has a piece of legislation been more deserving of the title 
“an act” because that is what this is. It is a performance. Facts be 
damned, crime statistics and effective crime prevention do not matter 
because the government is determined to put on a show. Simply put, 
it is a disgrace of the highest order. 


With all the new prisons being built as a result of this "hang 'em 
high" mentality, one wonders who will staff these new prisons. Is 
this an opportunity for an alternate service delivery or a public- 
private partnership? Perhaps we could have the operations of these 
institutions farmed out for profit. Is that the plan? I am sure it is a 
question that the Conservative propaganda machine will surely avoid 
and deny. 


This is a bill worthy of mockery. It is a bill that plays on fear, not 
hope. 


@ (1620) 


It is a bill that ignores evidence and facts. It creates an illusion that 
crime is out of control and there is mass insurrection in the streets. It 
is without costing. It is a bill that does not reflect the values of 
Canadians as a smart, caring society. 


We seem to be well on our way to a system of justice more 
reflective of our neighbours to the south and not reflective of a 
country like Canada. 


Catherine Latimer from the John Howard Society stated: 


We think it will endanger corrections workers and inmates and compromise rights 
and not promote good corrections and undermine principles of justices and have a 
disproportionately harsh impact on some of the most vulnerable members of our 
society...blindly following failed American policies is not in the interest of 
Canadians— 


As it appears that the bill was influenced if not drafted by our 
Republican friends in the United States, 1 will quote from a recent U. 
S. editorial. With regard to crime and prisons it states: 


California spends more money on prisons than on higher education. The governor 
is right—we’ve got it backwards and it's time to reverse course. 


Only sixty-eight percent of our high school students are graduating. Yet we pay 
prison guards substantially more than teachers. 


Fear of crime led us to vote for long prison terms and the three strikes law. We 
didn’t intend to spend $4 billion more on prisons than colleges— 


The less educated our workforce...the more we feed the prisons. 


It’s time to admit our mistakes and make tough decisions. By pumping so much 
money into prisons, we’re starving education. We cannot afford the consequences. 


With regard to crime rates, in a report released earlier this year by 
Statistics Canada it stated: 


Police-reported crime reaches its lowest level since the early 1970's. 


It goes on to state that the “police-reported crime rate, which 
measures the overall volume of crime, continued to decline” right up 
until last year. In fact last year it was down 5%, “reaching its lowest 
level since 1973”. | 


There is more. It claims that violent crime is at its lowest since 
1999. 


Last year both the volume and severity of violent crime fell 3% 
from the previous year, while the decline in the violent crime 
severity index was more notably down 6%. This is the fourth straight 
year where there has been a decline in the violent crime severity 
index and the largest drop in more than a decade. Overall, violent 
crimes accounted for just over one in five offences. Among the 
violent crimes that saw a decline were: attempted murder, down 
14%; homicide, down 10%; robbery, down 7%; and serious assault, 
down 5%. In contrast, increases were reported among firearms 
offences. 
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We on this side of the House are partial to public policy based on 
evidence. However, despite the evidence the Conservatives, or 
should I say the horsemen of the apocalypse, would like us to believe 
that there is mass chaos in the streets. Only in the Conservative 
world would we see a statistic showing firearms offences increasing 
by 11% only to be followed by the decision to get rid of the gun 


registry. 


I mentioned our aboriginal community earlier in my speech. 
According to the 2006 census, 3.1% of our adult population 
identified themselves as aboriginal yet in the same year aboriginal 
adults accounted for 18% of our prison population in provincial and 
territorial institutions and 19% in federal institutions. 


© (1625) 


The bill would do a lot of bad things for Canada, not the least of 
which is an increase in aboriginal Canadians in our prisons. 


How can a government, in any way, be taken seriously when one 
of the likely results is that the bill would lock up even more 
aboriginal Canadians? That is a national disgrace. 


I understand that my words today might cause some difficulty 
and, in fact, I would suggest perhaps some disagreement from the 
members opposition. Although I am a new member of Parliament, I 
have views, which is part of the reason I am standing here today. My 
views are rooted in values of fairness and justice. I want to see crime 
legislation that is evidence-based, cost-effective and focused on 
crime prevention, not retribution. I will not stand for any suggestion 
that I, or the members of this caucus, are soft on crime. It is simply 
not the case. It will be rejected in the strongest possible terms. 


I will close by saying that the government pretends to be tough on 
crime. It pretends to care. It is a game for the Conservatives. It is a 
diversion from the real issues that matter to Canadians. This week 
the government House leader told Canadians that the government 
will be focused on the economy during this session of Parliament 
and yet the first two days of this House have been occupied, not by 
proposals to help the economy and create jobs, but by a bill that is 
not evidence-based and that seeks to divide Canadians. It is a 
diversion. 


The government likes to use slogans and gimmicks. It likes to 
look tough. Many of us on this side are wondering when the 
Conservatives will get tough on creating jobs, get tough on fighting 
poverty, get tough on fighting climate change, get tough on fighting 
for health care and get tough on helping the most vulnerable. 


The only thing the government is tough on is the truth and it is 
Canadians who will suffer as a result. 


@ (1630) 


[Translation] 


I move, seconded by the member for Winnipeg North: 


That the motion be amended by deleting all of the words after the word “That” and 
substituting the following: 


“this House declines to give second reading to Bill C-10, An Act to enact the 
Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to amend the State Immunity Act, the 
Criminal Code, the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and 
Refugee Protection Act and other Acts, because its provisions ignore the best 
evidence with respect to public safety, crime prevention and rehabilitation of 
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offenders; because its cost to the federal treasury and the cost to be downloaded 
onto the provinces for corrections have not been clearly articulated to this House; 
and because the bundling of these many pieces of legislation into a single bill will 
compromise Parliament’s ability to review and scrutinize its contents and 
implications on behalf of Canadians”. 


[English] 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Madam Speaker, does my 
colleague across the aisle not recognize that in the last election there 
was a very clear distinction given to Canadians? On one side, there 
was the Conservative government which would finally get tough on 
crime and finally reverse the damage that the Liberals did to our 
criminal justice system by being soft on criminals and ignoring 
victims. Does he not recognize that the Liberals were reduced to 34 
seats? Canadians do not want the Liberal way of dealing with 
criminals. Could he recognize that, acknowledge it and get in touch 
with Canadians as they view the criminal justice system today? 


The Deputy Speaker: Before I recognize the hon. member for 
Charlottetown, I should have acknowledged that the amendment was 
receivable. 


The hon. member for Charlottetown. 
@ (1635) 


Mr. Sean Casey: Madam Speaker, I acknowledge that, yes, 40% 
of those who voted or roughly 25% of Canadians did support her 
party in the last election. I also acknowledge that there were 
significantly less who supported our party. 


However, I would point out that this absolutely flies in the face of 
evidence. This is driven by ideology. This absolutely ignores the 
Statistics that indicate that crime is going down. How this can be 
steam-rolled through in this manner is not reflective of Canadian 
values. Canadians are better than that. We are a smart, compassionate 
society. 


We need to focus on the root causes. We need to focus on crime 
prevention. We need to focus on the economy. 


When I am in my riding and people come through the door 
looking for help from their representative in the federal government, 
it is not crime on the streets that they want to talk about. They want a 
job. 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I will recognize members 
who are sitting in their proper place. 


The hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam 
Speaker, I thank the hon. member for Charlottetown for his critique 
of the bill we are now examining on safe streets, otherwise known as 
the omnibus crime bill. 
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My question is whether there are any portions of this bill that the 
hon. member finds that he might want to support were they not 
bundled together as an omnibus crime bill. For myself, the justice for 
victims of terrorism act as a stand-alone bill was one I would have 
voted for. However, I cannot imagine voting for other sections of this 
omnibus crime bill, such as those that would make it an offence to 
have more than five marijuana plants, as an example, to add longer 
sentences for criminal activity. 


Is there any part of this bill the hon. member for Charlottetown 
could support? 


Mr. Sean Casey: Madam Speaker, the short answer to the 
question is, yes. 


It is most unfortunate that the bill has been presented in the 
manner that it has, putting together 110 pages and compiling 9 acts. 
If there were any room for movement, compromise, amendment or 
to have this bill severed up into pieces, there are elements of it that 
our party could support. In the manner in which it is presented, it is 
not supportable. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, if the motion by the member for Charlottetown were to fail 
would his party be prepared to support Bill C-10? 


Mr. Sean Casey: Madam Speaker, I had hoped that I made that 
fairly clear in the course of my remarks. Lest there be any confusion, 


should the motion fail we will most certainly be voting against the 
bill. 


Mr. Randy Hoback (Prince Albert, CPC): Madam Speaker, 
when I was back in the campaign in May, crime was a big thing. 
People really wanted to know what we were going to do about crime 
and they were really concerned that our crime legislation did not 
actually pass last spring. Now they want to see it pass. 


I am kind of concerned why the Liberals, all of a sudden, are 
starting to back criminals again? Why can they not get behind 
victims for a change? Why can they not recognize the importance of 
a victim and preventing victims. Could the member please explain to 
me why his party in such great support of criminals? 


Mr. Sean Casey: Madam Speaker, here we go again, the language 
of division. This party and this member are not soft on crime. We are 
absolutely not backing criminals. I absolutely reject that suggestion 
and, quite frankly, it is offensive. 


We stand in favour of victims. We stand in favour of crime 
prevention. We stand in favour of putting more resources into the 
root causes. This is all about division. It is all about streamrolling 
something through that is based on ideology and not on statistics. 


Why will that member not recognize that crime rates are going 
down and address the root causes? This is not the answer. This is not 
the right way to go about it. 


© (1640) 
Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I 


congratulate my hon. colleague from Charlottetown on his first 
speech in the House. It was excellent. 


Earlier today, the minister, in introducing the bill, talked about his 
concern for victims, and I think that is a concern that is shared by all 
members of the House. As my colleague from Sackville—Eastern 
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Shore said a few minutes ago, it is time the members on the 
Conservative side recognized and accepted that. However, if this 
does not have the effect of lowering crime, how does it help victims? 


It is reasonable to look at what has happened elsewhere when 
measures like this have been taken. We just need to look, for 
instance, at the U.S. where the incarceration rate is 700% higher per 
capita than it is in Canada. In California, where it had the “three 
strikes you're out” rule, there have been huge increases in 
incarceration. Does it have a much lower crime rate than we do? 
The fact is, its crime rate, like ours, has been dropping for 20 years. 
However, the rate of violent crime in the U.S. is still far higher than 
in Canada, suggesting that what the government is doing here will 
have no appreciable effect, perhaps none at all, on the rate of crime 
in Canada and will not help victims whatsoever. 


Mr. Sean Casey: Madam Speaker, the evidence is irrefutable that 
in the United States this tough on crime legislation, the increasing of 
mandatory minimum sentences, does not work. It is extremely 
costly. It costs $108,000 per year to house an inmate in a federal 
institution. Is that caring for our economy? 


There is absolutely no evidence in Statistics Canada nor in other 
jurisdictions that have taken this approach that it works. It is 
ideologically driven and it flies in the face of facts and evidence. For 
a government that purports to be focused on the economy, it is a 
backward step. 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Justice, CPC): Madam Speaker, the safe streets and 
communities act fulfills this government's commitment, as noted in 
the June 2011 Speech from the Throne, to reintroduce law and order 
legislation to combat crime and terrorism. As highlighted by the 
Minister of Justice, the bill is in five parts and brings together the 
criminal law reforms that were proposed in nine bills in the last 
session. 


Amendments to the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act are 
found in part 2 of the bill, from clause 39 through clause 51 
inclusively. These amendments are the same as those proposed in 
Bill S-10, which was introduced in May 2010, passed by the Senate 
last December and died on the order paper when Parliament was 
dissolved last March. 


I also note that the government first introduced these amendments 
to address serious drug crimes as Bill C-26 in 2007 and again as Bill 
C-15 in 2009. We remain committed to enacting these reforms now 
included in the safe streets and communities act. 


These amendments are not about imposing mandatory minimum 
sentences for all drug crimes. These amendments propose targeted, 
mandatory minimum sentences for serious drug crimes and ensure 
that those who carry out these crimes will be penalized. These 
amendments clearly send the message that Canadians find this type 
of criminal behaviour unacceptable. 
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A mandatory minimum sentence is the starting point for the 
judge's consideration of the appropriate jail term. Where a minimum 
sentence applies, the sentence imposed by the judge cannot be less. 
Presently there are no mandatory minimum penalties in the 
Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, or CDSA. The CDSA 
provides for maximum penalties based on the prohibited activity 
involved as well as on the substances involved. The maximum 
penalty for the most serious offences involving the most dangerous 
drugs is life imprisonment. 


The most serious drug offences in the CDSA, as measured by their 
maximum penalty, are trafficking, possession for the purpose of 
trafficking, importation and exportation and production in respect of 
schedule I drugs. What are those drugs? They are drugs such as 
heroin, cocaine, methamphetamine and morphine, and schedule II 
drugs which are cannabis-related. 


All of these offences involving Schedule I drugs are punishable by 
up to life imprisonment. The offence of trafficking and possession 
for the purpose of trafficking of cannabis in amounts over three 
kilograms is punishable by up to life imprisonment, as are the 
offences of importation and exportation of any amount of cannabis. 
The offence of producing cannabis in punishable by up to seven 
years imprisonment. 


The least severe penalties in the CDSA for designated substances 
offences, up to 12 months imprisonment on summary conviction, are 
reserved for offences involving substances listed in schedules IV and 
V; that is, substances such as diazepam, or Valium, and secobarbital, 
Seconal. it should be noted, however, that most of the prohibited 
activities in the CDSA are legal if committed by someone possessing 
the proper licence, permit, or exemption. 


There are some who do not agree with the drug-related 
amendments proposed in the bill. They are of the view that serious 
drug offences do not require a response such as that contained in this 
proposed legislation. However, serious drug crime is a serious 
problem in Canada and it requires a serious legislative approach. 
That is what we are bringing to this issue. 


@ (1645) 


Marijuana cultivation offences have increased significantly in the 
past several years. According to a study on marijuana grow 
operations in British Columbia, my home province, in 2003 
approximately 39% of all reported marijuana cultivation cases, or 
4,514, were located in B.C. Between 1997 and 2000, the total 
number of these cases increased by over 220%. Although the 
number of individual operations in B.C. levelled off between 2000 to 
2003, the estimated quantity of marijuana produced has increased 
from 19,729 kilos in 1997 to a seven year high of 79,817 kilos in 
2003, due to the size and sophistication of individual operations. 


Investigations by BC Hydro indicate the existence of thousands of 
possible marijuana grow operations. The increase in the illicit 
production of marijuana has occurred not just in B.C., of course, but 
across all of Canada. 


Available RCMP data indicates a rise in synthetic drug production 
operations in the last 10 years. The RCMP indicates that there were 
25 clandestine labs seized in 2002. In 2008, 43 clandestine labs were 
seized across Canada. In 2009, 45 clandestine labs were seized by 
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various Canadian police agencies. The majority of labs seized were 
methamphetamine and ecstasy labs. 


It is in part because of the existence of these illicit activities that 
the Prime Minister unveiled Canada's national anti-drug strategy in 
October 2007. The national anti-drug strategy provided new 
resources to prevent illegal drug use, including illicit drug use by 
young people, to treat people who had drug addictions and to fight 
illegal drug crime. 


The strategy comprises a two-track approach, one which will be 
tough on drug crime and the other which will focus on drug users. 


The national anti-drug strategy includes three action plans: 
preventing illicit drug use; treating those with illicit drug 
dependencies; and combatting the production and distribution of 
illicit drugs. 


The action plan to combat the production and distribution of illicit 
drugs contains a number of elements, including ensuring that strong 
and adequate penalties are in place for serious drug crimes. It is 
within this context that the drug-related amendments of this bill are 
to be viewed. Moreover, these amendments follow through on one of 
this government's key priorities, which is combatting crime and 
making our communities safer for all Canadians. 


As I have mentioned, domestic operations related to the 
production and distribution of marijuana and synthetic drugs have 
dramatically increased, resulting in a serious problem in some 
regions of Canada. The situation has reached such a point in some 
parts of Canada that law enforcement agencies are overwhelmed. 


Illicit drug production can pose serious health and public safety 
hazards to those in or around them. They can produce environmental 
hazards, pose cleanup problems and endanger the lives and health of 
whole communities. They are lucrative businesses, and I use that 
term loosely, and attract a variety of organized crime groups. Huge 
profits are available with little risk to operators and these profits are 
used to finance other criminal activities. 


The penalties for drug-related offences and the sentences imposed 
on offenders are considered by many to be too lenient and not 
commensurate with the level of harm imposed on communities by 
such operations. The reforms that the government is pursuing in this 
bill are meant to deal with these concerns. 


As members are undoubtedly aware, the Controlled Drugs and 
Substances Act contains a complex offence and penalty structure. 
Penalties depend on the nature of the prohibited activity and on the 
type of substance involved. The most problematic and dangerous 
substances are listed under schedules I and II and the most serious 
offences involving these substances attract the severest penalties, up 
to life imprisonment. As I have noted, the CDSA does not currently 
contain any minimum penalties. The drug-related amendments of the 
safe streets and communities act propose to enact such minimum 
penalties for specific offences. 


The offences being targeted are: trafficking, possession for the 
purpose of trafficking, production, importing, exporting and 
possession for the purpose of exporting drugs. 
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The drugs that would be covered are schedule I drugs, such as 
cocaine, heroine and methamphetamine, and schedule II drugs, such 
as marijuana. 


The drug-related mandatory minimum penalty scheme proposed 
in the bill is based on the presence of specific aggravating factors, 
most of which are commonly present in serious drug crimes. The 
scheme would not apply to possession offences or to offences 
involving drugs such as diazepam or valium. 


As I noted at the beginning of my remarks, the drug-related 
proposals contained in the bill reflect a tailored approach to MMPs 
for serious drug offences. Some further details about the targeted or 
tailored regime will assist hon. members in understanding the 
approach and supporting speedy passage of the bill, we believe. 


For schedule I drugs, and that is heroine, cocaine, or 
methamphetamine, the bill proposes a one year minimum sentence 
for the majority of the serious drug offences if there are certain 
aggravating factors. The aggravating factors exist where: the offence 
is committed for the benefit of, at the direction of or in association 
with organized crime; the offence involved violence, or threat of 
violence, or weapons or a threat of the use of weapons; or the 
offence is committed by someone who was convicted or served a 
term of imprisonment for a serious drug offence in the previous 10 
years. If youth are present or the offence occurs in a prison, the 
minimum sentence is increased to two years. 


In the case of importing, exporting and possession for the purpose 
of exporting, the minimum sentence would be one year if the offence 
is committed for the purpose of trafficking or the person, while 
committing the offence, abused a position of trust or authority or had 
access to an area that is restricted to authorized persons and used that 
access to commit the offence. The penalty will be raised to two years 
if the offence involves more than one kilogram of a schedule I drug. 
Again, these are drugs such as heroine, cocaine, or methampheta- 
mine. 


A minimum sentence of two years is provided for a production 
offence involving a schedule I drug. The minimum sentence for the 
production of schedule I drugs increases to three years where 
aggravating factors relating to health and safety are present. That is 
where: the person used real property that belonged to a third party to 
commit the offence; the production constituted a potential security, 
health or safety hazard to children who were in the location where 
the offence was committed or were in the immediate area; the 
production constituted a potential public safety hazard in a 
residential area; or the person placed or set a trap. 


For schedule II drugs, such as marijuana, cannabis resin, et cetera, 
the proposed mandatory minimum sentence for trafficking, posses- 
sion for the purposes of trafficking, importing or exporting and 
possession for the purpose of exporting is one year if certain 
aggravating factors such as violence, recidivism or organized crime 
are present. If factors such as trafficking to youth are present, the 
minimum is increased to two years. 


For the offence of marijuana production, the bill proposes 
mandatory penalties based on the number of plants involved: 
production of six to two hundred plants and if the plants are 
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cultivated for the purpose of trafficking, six months; production of 
201 to 500 plants, the penalty, one year; production of more than 500 
plants, two years; and production of cannabis resin for the purpose of 
trafficking, one year. The minimum sentences for the production of 
schedule II drugs increases by 50% where any of the aggravating 
factors relating to health and safety, which I have just described, are 
present. 


It is important to note that the drug-related proposals of the bill are 
not limited to creating minimum sentences. Amphetamines, as well 
as the date rape drug GHB and Rohypnol would be transferred from 
schedule III to schedule I, thereby allowing the courts to impose 
longer sentences for offences involving these dangerous drugs. 


The maximum penalty for producing marijuana would be 
increased from seven to fourteen years imprisonment. That is the 
maximum penalty, speaking about the other end of the scale now. 


@ (1655) 


Last, I wish to point out that this legislation is not just about 
punishing drug offenders by enhancing the sentence provisions. The 
proposed legislation would allow the courts, including drug 
treatment courts, to exempt an offender from the mandatory 
minimum sentence that would otherwise be imposed where the 
offence involved no other aggravating factors other than a previous 
conviction for a serious drug offence, and the offender successfully 
completes a treatment program. 


The proposed reforms to the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act 
also require that within five years after the coming into force of these 
provisions, a committee of the Senate or of this House or a 
committee of both places undertake a comprehensive review of these 
provisions and their operation, including, my friend opposite will be 
pleased to hear, a cost benefit analysis of the minimum sentence 
provisions. 


It is a fundamental principle of the Canadian sentencing 
framework that a sentence should be proportionate to the gravity 
of the offence and the degree of responsibility of the offender. The 
Criminal Code provides that the purpose of sentencing is to impose 
sanctions on offenders that are just in order to contribute to the 
respect for the law and the maintenance of a just, peaceful and safe 
society, something we all want. 


Accordingly, the objectives in sentencing are to denounce 
unlawful conduct, deter the offenders and others from committing 
crimes and separate offenders from society where necessary, as well 
as to assist in rehabilitating offenders, have them accept responsi- 
bility for their actions and repair the very real harm that they have 
caused to victims or the community. 


I would submit to members of the House and to Canadians in 
general that the proposed drug related mandatory minimum penalties 
contained in this bill meet these requirements. These are strong 
measures but they are reasonable and they are meaningful, and a 
meaningful response to a problem that is increasing in and plaguing 
our cities. 


The manner in which these minimum penalties would apply is 
intended to ensure that they do not result in grossly disproportionate 
sentences being handed down. 
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As parliamentarians, we are this country's lawmakers. It is 
incumbent upon us to see that our laws provide appropriate and 
adequate measures to address this very serious problem. 


Some members of the House may be of the view that serious drug 
offences do not require a response such as the one contained in the 
bill. However, serious drug crime is a growing problem in Canadian 
cities and in smaller towns, and a serious legislative response is 
required. 


The government has made tackling crime a priority in order to 
make our streets and our communities safer. This bill is a reasonable, 
balanced and narrowly structured approach which the government is 
taking toward realizing this goal. 


I am certain that we will have the support of the majority of the 
members of the House for these measures. I ask everyone to please 
consider them carefully. 


© (1700) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Ma- 
dam Speaker, currently, only one out of five prisoners has access to 
anger management programs or to drug and alcohol abuse programs. 
Right now, these prisoners are released without having had access to 
treatment, which increases their risk of reoffending. This bill will 
send even more people to prison, which will increase pressure on the 
limited resources for these programs. 


How can the government introduce a bill that will send even more 
people to jail, when existing prisoners do not even have access to the 
rehabilitation treatment they need? 


[English] 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay: Madam Speaker, the government 
does not create offenders. We are not in that business. We are in the 
business of dealing with offenders when offences have been 
committed and standing up for victims of crime. 


With respect to the issue of the mentally 1ll in prisons, we are 
aware of that. It is a serious problem. It is one the Canadian Bar 
Association has identified and it is one we continue to work on with 
our partners in the provinces who are primarily responsible for 
treatment and those kinds of health issues. However, that does not 
make the suffering of a victim any less and it does not make their 
recovery any shorter. 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I have a different concept of what harm 
reduction is. To me, harm reduction has less to do with the penalty 
phase in drug offences and more to do with the abuses that are 
caused by drugs, trying to rehabilitate and the programs that we 
have, which is more of an international concept. 


I do want to speak to the issue of the mandatory minimum as it 
serves as a deterrent to crime. Now I ask this honestly. I am not 
infusing any opinion at this point. I would like to hear the hon. 
member's opinion. The hon. member says that in order to make the 
streets safe, we are imposing a mandatory minimum. We have heard 
from my NDP colleague who spoke passionately about mandatory 
minimum records around the world and, in many cases, it did not 
live up to what was expected. 
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In this particular situation, if a mandatory minimum is imposed, 
will it actually deter the crime that is being spoken about here? Will 
it actually make communities that much safer? 


I would like the hon. member to explain reducing crime and 
reducing the number of future victims as a concept of mandatory 
minimums. 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay: Madam Speaker, would that I had 
a crystal ball and I could determine ahead of time just what all the 
effects would be both of crime and the impact on victims. 


What we do see in the 2008 Department of Justice study is that the 
victims of crime bore 83% of the cost of crime in that year in 


Canada, which was over $99 billion. Costs include costs to property, 


costs to time off work and costs of injuries. There are so many costs 
borne by the victims. 


When we speak of minimum sentences, we are also trying to 
achieve some consistency of sentencing across Canada. As the hon. 
member may know, there are vast differences in sentencing from 
province to province with respect to very similar circumstances. We 
are trying to target that as well. 


@ (1705) 


Mr. David Wilks (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, as a retired police officer and one who has conducted 
countless cannabis-marijuana operations and was qualified as a 
expert for the Supreme Court of British Columbia in relation to 
grow-ops and the amounts that are required for the purpose of 
trafficking, I applaud this act coming forward as it would give the 
police officers, who work on the streets on a daily basis, the 
knowledge that something will be happening when they lay a charge. 


Could my colleague please further explain how this bill would 
instill confidence to the public, something that Canadians have asked 
us to do? 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay: Madam Speaker, even though my 
colleague sits on the other side, we are on the same side with respect 
to where we actually sit in the House. 


I appreciate what the hon. member said. We are trying to give law 
enforcement the tools it needs to deal with what is, as evidenced by 
my earlier remarks, a growing problem. My home province and the 
hon. member's home province of British Columbia particularly know 
the damage and costs caused by large grow-op operations, the 
connections to organized crime, the use of these operations and their 
products as currency in other crime, and it escalates from there. 


This gives law enforcement some better tools to deal with those 
situations. 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I listened with great interest to the speech by the 
parliamentary secretary. I have had occasion to meet her a couple of 
times outside the House. I have always found her to be very 
reasonable and rational. I think we will have to say that we simply 
disagree on the efficacy of mandatory minimum sentences. 


I would like to ask the hon. member about another provision of 
the bill, which she did not touch on, which was the international 
transfer of prisoners. I think this is very much a public safety issue. 
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Would the member not agree that it would be better for almost all 
of those international prisoners, rather than completing their sentence 
abroad and coming back to Canada with no notice to Canadians and 
with no supervision, to be transferred back here and, on their release, 
be subject to our monitoring and parole system? 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay: Madam Speaker, with respect to 
that particular aspect, that is under public safety. As I am 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice, it is not directly 
under my ministry. We do recognize that this is an issue when are 
incarcerated in other countries. It is something that the minister 
needs to consider when agreeing with transfers. There are inter- 
jurisdictional issues that come into play. In other words, it depends 
on the country, our relations with that country, how the rule of law is 
seen in that country and what that country's laws are. 


However, we are aware that this is something we need to be 
vigilant about. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam 
Speaker, I would like to ask the hon. parliamentary secretary if the 
government would give any consideration to allowing this House to 
consider these individual bills as individual bills and not as an 
omnibus bill. The omnibus bill does present difficulties for many of 
us who would like to see amendments to some sections, approval of 
others and so on. However, as a package, this presents problems. 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay: Madam Speaker, I am aware that 
the member is new to this House, as I am in this session, and, 
therefore, may not be aware that all of these bills have come before 
the House before, as mentioned in my early remarks, some going 
back several years. With respect to the trafficking provisions, it is the 
fourth time this has come before the House. These will be studied in 
committee, as all bills are. They will looked at clause by clause, 
discussed and witnesses will be heard, but they are being put forward 
as a comprehensive package. That is what we promised the voters. 
We are committed to protecting victims of crime. We told the 
Canadian public that and we will honour our commitments. 


@ (1710) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, does the member not see the value in terms of investing 
more resources into things that would prevent crimes from occurring 
in the first place? I am talking more about crime prevention type of 
programs by investing in young people so they have alternatives to 
hanging around the streets. Does the member see the merit in that 
and would she support those types of initiatives just as enthusias- 
tically as— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. 


The hon. parliamentary secretary has about 40 seconds to respond. 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay: Madam Speaker, in my role as 
parliamentary secretary and also as a mother of four, I always 
applaud initiatives that help youth to keep themselves busy, active 
and engaged in our communities. Politics is a good place to start. 


Of course this is all about protecting communities and protecting 
youth. A lot of these provisions are targeted at helping youth and 
helping youth get away from this kind of activity. I would always 
applaud initiatives that help youth. 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
yesterday the Conservatives introduced nine pieces of legislation in 
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one big bundle. There are over 100 pages in the bill. These pieces of 
legislation fall under the purview of three separate ministries. The 
bills range from broad changes to our corrections system that are 
based on a failed U.S.-style approach, to giving the minister absolute 
power to approve or deny the international transfer of offenders. 
These changes are sweeping and will fundamentally change several 
aspects of Canada's criminal justice system. 


The way this bill was introduced speaks a lot to the Conservatives' 
approach to crime. They have introduced a big bill to help them 
appear to be tough on crime, but again they have proven that they are 
not smart on crime. 


The goal of any changes to our criminal justice system should be 
public safety first. It should be safer streets and communities. We 
should accomplish this by finding cost-effective programs and 
policies that really make a difference. However, that clearly is not the 
priority of the Conservatives. They are not interested in looking at 
the evidence or studying the real impacts of the measures in this bill. 
The way they introduced them in an omnibus bill shows they have 


no intention of studying impacts. They just want to ram the 


legislation through before the public learns how ineffective and 
expensive it will be. 


I will say that some measures in the bill make some sense, but 
unfortunately the vast majority of the bill really does not matter. We 
need to be able to examine this on a case-by-case basis. This is also 
an incredibly fiscally irresponsible piece of legislation. Earlier in the 
House the minister was asked a number of times about the cost. We 
do not know the cost. How much is it going to cost? 


The government is asking us to support a bill it has not costed. It 
has refused to provide the Parliamentary Budget Officer with 
information so he can cost these initiatives. I imagine the 
government is withholding that information because it does not 
want Canadians or Parliament to know how big the tab for its big 
crime bill is going to be, not just for the federal government but for 
much of what is going to be downloaded to the provinces. 
Unfortunately, taxpayers in this country are going to be the ones 
left to pay this big crime bill's tab. 


The experts agree, as many studies have been done, that the 
Conservative approach on crime is the wrong approach. It is not 
based on evidence and the majority of these measures will not make 
our communities any safer. 
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Across the U.S., governments have tried this before and have seen 
it fail. We have seen this south of the border. Many of the states are 
now abandoning the ineffective approach to crime that the 
Conservative government is pursuing in this country. Governments 
in the U.S. are abandoning it because it does not work, because it is 
incredibly expensive and it has been shown to be very ineffective. 


I do not know how the members across the aisle can justify 
ramming a bill through that is so reckless that it has the potential to 
be financially crippling to the government and will not make any of 
our communities safer. I come from a community where crime, gang 
violence and drug-related crimes are real problems. I want to see 
changes that stop gangs from recruiting young children. I want to see 
more police officers on the streets. I want prisoners to come out of 
prison rehabilitated and able to be contributing members of society, 
but clearly that is not a priority for the Conservative government. 


@ (1715) 


I have a number of concerns with key parts of the bill. One major 
area is the changes that are being proposed for our pardon system. 


Our pardon system needs to be fair to all Canadians and it needs to 
be strengthened. It must protect public safety by promoting the 
reintegration of reformed offenders and ensuring that the public is 
protected from those who still pose a threat to society. 


This portion of the bill proposes a number of changes which must 
be carefully considered. 


Changes to the pardon system must be rational, evidence based, 
and put public safety first. There needs to be a thorough study of the 
pardon system, and any changes should come from the results of that 
study. Unfortunately, the Conservatives across the aisle seem more 
interested in using this issue to score political points. 


Of course we need to make changes to protect Canadians from 
pardons in outrageous cases where clearly our system has failed over 
the years, but making broad changes, such as disallowing pardons 
for those with four or more indictable offences, changes the nature of 
our system completely. 


Pardons serve a very important function. They allow people who 
have made positive life changes and who have abstained from 
criminal behaviour to be freed from many of the negative impacts of 
having a criminal record, such as what occurs when securing 
employment and housing. 


Approximately 3.5 million Canadians have a criminal record. I 
find it hard to believe that the government has thought of the impact 
these changes will have on these Canadians. 


Four offences can occur in one incident. Someone could have one 
misguided event, but under this legislation the individual would not 
be able to have his or her record sealed. For people trying to turn 
their lives around, the inability to get a pardon can have very 
detrimental implications on their lives. 


Employment is a stabilizing factor in reintegrating individuals and 
the inability to gain employment only increases the risk of 
_ reoffending. Stable meaningful employment, as well as the income, 
housing and social networks that employment can foster, are 
significant protective factors against reoffending. From a public 
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safety perspective, this type of incentive offered to individuals trying 
to reintegrate successfully back into the community makes good 
sense. 


By summarily making pardons more difficult to get, and by doing 
it without any study or rationale, the Conservative government will 
make it more difficult for people to rehabilitate and reintegrate into 
society. If the Conservatives make it more difficult for deserving 
people to get pardons, those people will not be able to get back into 
society and will be far more likely to commit crimes in the future. It 
is entirely possible, in fact very likely, that in some ways this 
legislation will actually increase crime. 


Another area of concern for me are the corrections and conditional 
release changes in the bill. 


Aspects of the bill would open the door to the violation of human 
rights in Canadian prisons. These changes would have Canada adopt 
a U.S.-style approach to prisons that is regressive, expensive and 
which has shown to be very ineffective. 


One particularly disturbing part of this legislation about which 
many experts have expressed concern is the changes to the 
Corrections and Conditional Release Act. 


The act currently reads that the Correctional Service of Canada 
must use the “least restrictive measures consistent with the 
protection of the public, staff members, and offenders”. The least 
restrictive measures language is a time tested and court derived 
standard for the acceptable treatment of prisoners. 


This legislation removes the “least restrictive” language and 
changes the standard to “measures...that are limited to only what is 
necessary and proportionate” to the objective for which they are 
imposed. This change will open the door to more severe treatment of 
offenders. In the absence of any evidence that the “least restrictive” 
language is hindering the ability of the CSC to fulfill its mandate, it 
should not be carelessly discarded. 


© (1720) 


I support changes to our federal corrections system that will result 
in more offenders being successfully rehabilitated and reintegrated 
into communities upon their eventual release. This is the most 
effective way to promote public safety, to make our communities 
safer places for our citizens to live. However, the reality is that our 
federal prison system is lacking in the programs needed to get 
offenders to turn their lives around. 


This omnibus bill creates a paper obligation for prisoners to 
participate in non-existent rehabilitation programs and then sets out 
how to punish them for failing to get rehabilitated. To me it makes 
no sense. Experts in the corrections field have stated very clearly that 
this is the wrong approach to take. The government is setting itself 
up for failure because this legislation will not achieve its stated 
objective. In fact, it will make things worse. 
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The bill reflects an outdated U.S.-style approach to prisons which 
wastes money and incarcerates more people for longer. We have seen 
the results in the United States. Most importantly, it does nothing to 
reduce reoffences. Public safety means getting smart on crime. 
Those are not smart changes. 


Another part of the legislation that concerns me is the changes 
regarding the international transfer of offenders. This bill claims to 
enhance public safety, which of course is something I agree with. 
However, the bill grants absolute discretion to the minister to pick 
and choose who is brought back to Canada. The act needs to be 
strengthened, not shredded. The bill does away with a clear legal 
process that has been in place since 1978 and it replaces it with 
decisions made at the minister's whim. This bill opens up the process 
to bias. It does away with any transparency and accountability. 


There is no doubt there are offenders who should not be brought 
back to this country and public safety needs to be considered when 
we are making these decisions. There are cases when public safety is 
enhanced by allowing the transfer to take place, which gives Canada 
the control of the offender's rehabilitation program and supervision 
after the offender has finished his or her sentence, rather than have 
the offender return to Canada unsupervised after finishing a sentence 
abroad. 


To allow the minister such wide-ranging discretion to ignore 
criteria completely and to use his or her own subjective opinion as to 
the test for the criteria he or she does consider is wrong. It replaces 
an established law-based process with a politicized subjective 
process. 


This is not the way to make wholesale changes to our criminal 
justice system. Before any changes like this are made, Parliament 
must study their effects. We owe it to Canadians. It is part of our job. 


All indications are that the changes Conservatives want to make 
are the same mistakes that many state governments have made in the 
United States. We have seen this approach fail in the U.S. Many 
States are now repealing these laws, but the Conservatives seem 
determined to repeat mistakes made in the United States. We should 
be learning from our neighbour's mistakes, not repeating them. 


@ (1725) 


Where does this leave us? What is the goal of this legislation? It 
would seem that effectiveness is not the goal. The goal seems to be 
stoking fears among Canadians and playing up those fears for 
political gain. A responsible approach for any large policy change 
would be to thoroughly study proposed changes and seek advice 
from experts. The Conservatives seem intent on refusing to do that 
and on ramming this through recklessly. 


Why are they doing that? It has been mentioned in this place many 
times before. Key stakeholder after key stakeholder, expert after 
expert has spoken out against the kinds of legislation that the 
Conservatives are bringing forward. However, they will not talk 
about whether or not this will actually make our streets and 
communities any safer. They will not talk about how this initiative 
has been tried and has failed elsewhere. They will not talk about how 
much of a huge financial burden this will be on our economy and on 
Canadians. 
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It seems that many goals of this legislation are to score political 
points and play on fears. New Democrats have been clear about the 
approach we should be taking. We should be taking an approach that 
is based on evidence, that works in our communities, that hires more 
police officers, that is built on more than simply the outdated 
megaprison system. Most of all, we need an approach that is based 
on putting public safety first. 


I urge the government to listen to experts. Earlier in question 
period we had the finance minister talking about how the 
government needs to listen to experts; I encourage the Minister of 
Justice and the Minister of Public safety to listen to experts, to look 
at the evidence, to look at the cost, and at the very least to give this 
massive piece of legislation a proper study in Parliament. 


We owe it to Canadians to be clear about the costs and to be clear 
about the effectiveness of this legislation. It will cost untold billions 
of dollars and will not make our streets any safer. This is not tough 
on crime and it is not smart on crime; it is wrong on crime. 


® (1730) 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, first I want to say that as 
opposed to some of the other speeches that were given in the House, 
my colleague's speech is worthy of compliment. I think this is one of 
his first speeches in the House, and it was on subject matter that is 
very important to British Columbia. I want to compliment him also 
for doing giving his speech in what I thought was a respectful tone, 
which I think is helpful. 


The thesis of his speech was that the government should do three 
things. First he said that we should have thoughtful study before we 
bring forward legislation. Well, we are halfway through our sixth 
year as a government, although of course only a couple of months 
into our majority mandate, and we have tabled this legislation in the 
past. It is legislation that has been debated thoroughly in the House. 
In fact, it was a centrepiece of our election campaign platform, and 
Canadians had an opportunity to have input during the campaign. I 
can say that after five and a half years, this subject has been studied, 
and it is indeed time to act. 


He said that the government should propose changes. In fact, we 
are proposing changes. We are proposing changes that we presented 
to the Canadian people, and the Canadian people have given us a 
mandate. 


He also said we should seek advice. We have sought advice. I 
have to point out to those Canadians who are watching that what we 
are doing in this legislation is precisely what we told Canadians we 
would do if we were entrusted with a majority government. This is 
what we said we would do, and we are going to do it. 


If we were to break up this legislation, as the leader of the Green 
Party says, she would ask why we were breaking up legislation and 
say that we were breaking our word with Canadians. If we were to 
consider a battery of amendments that would slow down the process, 
the NDP and the opposition would ask why we were not acting and 
why we were slowing down the process. 
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What we have done here is what we said we would do if we were 
elected. It is the right and appropriate thing to do. The opposition is 
more than free, obviously, to make its case and to propose 
amendments at committee, but we are going to move forward, 
because that is what we said we would do. 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as you 
know, I am a new member to the House. Frankly, over the last 
number of months and the last couple of years I have read about 
speaker after speaker and expert after expert talking about this bill 
and the crime agenda for the Harper government. It failed in the 
United States. It did not work. In fact, the United States is repealing 
most of the tough-on-crime laws that were implemented back in the 
1980s and 1990s. 


To spend billions and billions of dollars on prisons does not make 
sense to me. Maybe it does to my partners across the aisle, but it 
does not make sense to me, and I do not think it makes sense to 
Canadians. I think we need to invest in education. We need to invest 
in health care. That is where the priority should be. The priority 
should be jobs. 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Minister of Canadian Heritage 
mentioned that the member is free to oppose this legislation. I 
would like to put forward that if we follow democracy to its logical 
extent, he is in fact mandated to oppose it, as he received the 
majority of votes in his riding. 


Regarding mandatory minimum issues, how does he feel that 
mandatory minimums in this case will not be able to make the 
community safe as a stand-alone tool in the toolbox of devices used 
to help curtail crime and to help victims? 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, we have heard this from my 
Conservative colleagues not only today but many times. They have 
talked about how they are standing up for victims and how they get 
behind victims. 


The mandatory minimum sentence for marijuana is more than that 
prescribed for child rape. How is that standing up for victims? That 
is troubling to me. Members across the aisle need to look at this. 
How is that standing up for victims? 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, it struck me during one of the first speeches in the 
House by the member for Surrey North that his speech had a 
common sense to it, a balance of what we should be talking about in 
the House. 


The point he just raised is so troubling. When we pause to think ° 


about it, we see that the mandatory minimums for marijuana are 
more than for child rape. Someone somewhere in the government 
did not take a good solid look at what the Conservatives were about 
to do. I would like to hear the member's views on their lack of 
common sense, which I would suggest is not necessarily common on 
the other side of the House. 
@ (1735) 

Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, I am the father of two children. 
I have a 15-year-old and a 5-year-old and I am very concerned that 
the government proposes a longer sentence for a marijuana offence 
than it does for the rape of a child. That is troubling to me, as well as 
the whole concept of where the government is going in regard to 
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how many billions it is going to cost. In the United States it has 
almost brought a number of states to bankruptcy, and they are 
reversing much of the tough-on-crime legislation introduced in the 
1980s and 1990s. We need to learn from our neighbours and not 
repeat those mistakes. 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to welcome the member for Surrey North to 
the House and congratulate him on his position as critic for the 
official opposition on public safety. 


I was troubled by his speech. He talked several times about the so- 
called U.S. failed system and how sending more people to jail does 
nothing to deter crime or protect citizens. If he truly believes that, if 
he truly believes that sending more people to jail does nothing to 
protect society, he must believe that no one should be sent to jail. 


Is that his position? If jail is so ineffective as a crime deterrent, 
does he subscribe to the notion that no one should be sent to jail? 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, clearly the premise of the 
question is absolutely wrong. 


We believe people should be punished for crimes that are 
committed, but the punishment must fit the crime. We must look at it 
in a little bit bigger context. We cannot just narrowly focus on setting 
minimums. It is very troubling when a minimum sentence for 
marijuana use is longer than for the rape of a child. That is very 
troubling to me. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened carefully to my hon. colleague's speech. He talked 
about crime, the drug problems that exist in his community, and 
street gangs. He also spoke very clearly about the ineffectiveness of 
the harsh legislative measures that have been taken in other countries 
to try to reduce crime. Those measures have not worked. 


I wonder if he could give us some examples of measures that he 
believes would be more effective in reducing crime and recidivism. 


[English] 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, there have been a number of 
ways corrective measures have been put into place. 


We can have better programs in the prisons to help rehabilitate 
prisoners so that when they do come out, they are better able to 
integrate into society more productively. 


We need to have better programs for our children and our youth, 
and more programs in schools. These programs would keep our 
youth from hanging out at the local 7-Eleven stores or from being 
recruited by local gang members. We need recreation programs for 
our kids so that they would not only have a healthy life but would 
also be able to stay away from criminal activities. 


Certainly there are many things that can be done in order to have 
safer communities 


However, this approach by the Conservative government, this 
tough-on-crime approach, has not worked anywhere in the world. In 
fact, anywhere it has been tried, they have been repealing those laws. 
They are getting rid of them and focusing more on youth and more 
on preventative programs. 
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In Texas alone there were 21 youth detention centres. Can we 
guess what happened? They have now reduced that number to about 
five or six. That is clearly the right approach, and they have saved 
billions of dollars in prison costs. 


© (1740) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Robert Goguen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Justice, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am honoured to rise here today to 
speak at second reading of Bill C-10, the Safe Streets and 
Communities Act. 


As many of my colleagues know, this government committed to 
introducing once again—yes, once again—any law and order bills 
that died on the order paper at the dissolution of the 40th Parliament. 


The proposed changes aim, for example, to protect children from 
sexual crimes, to clarify ineligibility for conditional sentences and 
pardons, and to protect other vulnerable members of our society. 


With all that in mind, the bill before us constitutes a 
comprehensive bill incorporating all the changes previously 
proposed in nine separate bills introduced during the previous 
parliament. 


The first part of the bill—clauses 2 to 9—contains the changes: 
suggested in the former Bill S-7, the Justice for Victims of Terrorism : 


Act. 


Part 2 contains clauses 10 to 51 of the bill, which include the 
amendments found in former bills C-54, the Protecting Children 
from Sexual Predators Act, which was designed to protect children 
from sexual predators and certain sexual offences; C-16 , the Ending 
House Arrest for Property and Other Serious Crimes by Serious and 
Violent Offenders Act, intended to limit the use of conditional 
sentences; and S-10, the Penalties for Organized Drug Crime Act, to 
increase sentences for serious drug-related offences. 


Part 3—clauses 52 to 166—includes measures to increase the 
accountability of offenders, eliminate pardons for serious crimes and 
modify the factors considered in the international transfer of 
Canadian offenders. These amendments were contained in former 
bills C-39, the Ending Early Release for Criminals and Increasing 
Offender Accountability Act; C-23B, the Eliminating Pardons for 
Serious Crimes Act; C-59, the Abolition of Early Parole Act; and 
C-5, the Keeping Canadians Safe (International Transfer of 
Offenders) Act. 


Part 4 of the bill—clauses 167 to 204—amends the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act to better protect Canadians against violent 
young offenders. These amendments were included in former Bill 
C-4 , Sébastien's Law (Protecting the Public from Violent Young 
Offenders). 


The last part of the bill—clauses 205 to 207—proposes 
amendments contained in former Bill C-56, the Preventing the 
Trafficking, Abuse and Exploitation of Vulnerable Immigrants Act, 
that would amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act in 
order to protect workers who want to work in Canada and are at risk 
of being subjected to humiliating or degrading treatment, including 
sexual exploitation. 


In particular, I would like to elaborate on clause 34 of Part 2 of the 
bill, which seeks to curtail the use of conditional sentences for some 
property crimes and other serious crimes. 


As I mentioned earlier, these amendments were contained in a 
previous bill, Bill C-16, which died on the order paper with the 
dissolution of the third session of the 40th Parliament. However, 
there are some technical differences, which I will discuss later. 


Currently, under the Criminal Code, conditional sentencing, 
sometimes referred to as house arrest, can be imposed when an 
offence is not punishable by a mandatory minimum sentence and the 
court hands down a prison sentence of less than two years. 


In fact, since December 2007, conditional sentences have no 
longer been available for indictable offences with a maximum prison 
sentence of 10 years or more in the case of serious personal injury 
offences, terrorism offences or organized crime offences. 


@ (1745) 


What is more, the court imposing a conditional sentence has to be 
satisfied that serving the sentence in the community will not 
jeopardize the safety of the community and that the sentence is 
consistent with the fundamental purpose and principles of senten- 
cing. 


It is important to note that the fundamental purpose of sentencing, 
as set out in section 718 of the Criminal Code, is to contribute to 
respect for the law and the maintenance of a just, peaceful and safe 
society by imposing just sanctions that have one or more of the 
following objectives: to denounce unlawful conduct; to deter the 
offender and other persons from committing offences; to separate 
offenders from society, where necessary; to assist in rehabilitating 
offenders; to provide reparations for harm done to victims or the 
community; and to promote a sense of responsibility in offenders. 


The Criminal Code also informs us that a just sanction is a 
sanction that is proportionate to the gravity of the offence and the 
degree of responsibility of the offender. To achieve this, the courts 
take into consideration aggravating and mitigating factors in each 
case. Before describing the key aspects of the proposed changes, I 
want to provide some background on the provisions in the Criminal 
Code on conditional sentences. 


Conditional sentencing came into effect in 1996, when the 
government wanted, among other things, to reduce excessive use of : 
incarceration for less serious crimes. I repeat: less serious crimes. 
Moreover, the information document that accompanied these 
sentencing reforms states that the addition of conditional sentencing 
as a new form of sentencing means that offenders who have 
committed a less serious crime and who otherwise would be 
incarcerated can serve their sentence in the community under close 
supervision. 
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The limits that I mentioned earlier were established in order to 
guarantee that conditional sentences could be given only for less 
serious crimes, in keeping with the fundamental principles and 
purpose of sentencing. However, in the years following the creation 
of this type of sentencing, there has been a complete lack of 
consistency when it comes to determining when conditional 
sentencing 1s appropriate. 


At the time, many court decisions gave a conditional sentence for 
serious and violent crimes. This contributed to the public's loss of 
faith in the justice system. Clearly, many people, and some provinces 
and territories, wondered whether the limits on conditional 
sentencing set out in the Criminal Code were sufficient. 


In order to deal with this lack of consistency in conditional 
sentencing, this government introduced Bill C-9, An Act to amend 
the Criminal Code (conditional sentence of imprisonment) on 
May 4, 2006. This bill proposed the elimination of conditional 
sentencing for any indictable offence with a maximum prison 
sentence of 10 years or more. However, Bill C-9 was amended by 
the opposition parties to limit the ban on conditional sentencing to 
indictable offences with a maximum prison sentence of 10 years or 
more that constitute serious personal injury offences, terrorism 
offences or criminal organization offences. These amendments took 
effect on December 1, 2007. 


The definition of serious personal injury was developed in the 
context of dangerous offenders, which is why this definition is found 
in part 24 of the Criminal Code. According to this definition, serious 
personal injury offences include any indictable offence, other than 
high treason, treason, first degree murder or second degree murder— 
punishable by at least 10 years in prison—involving the use or 
attempted use of violence against another person, or conduct 
endangering or likely to endanger the life or safety of another person 
or inflicting or likely to inflict severe psychological damage on 
another person. 
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The second part of this definition is clearer, as it lists sexual 
assault, sexual assault with a weapon and aggravated sexual assault 
as serious personal injury offences. 


It is important to understand that the opposition parties borrowed a 
term straight from the dangerous offender regime in order to put 
limits on a sentence that should only be applied to less dangerous 
offenders. That created two philosophical approaches for interpreting 
the definition of serious personal injury in the context of conditional 
sentencing. 


Another issue with the definition of serious personal injury is that 
it only targets violent offences. The definition of serious personal 
injury cannot ensure that a conditional sentence will not be used in 
the case of serious fraud or theft over $5,000. 


The amendments in this bill will ensure that certain non-violent 
serious offences will still be treated as serious offences, thus 
avoiding the use of conditional sentencing. The amendments to the 
conditional sentencing regime proposed in this bill aim to establish 
clear benchmarks to allow for consistent use of conditional 
sentencing in order to respect Parliament's intention when it created 
this sentence. 
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That is why the bill proposes eliminating the reference to serious 
personal injury offences and restricting the availability of conditional 
sentences for all offences for which the maximum term of 
imprisonment is 14 years or life. 


The same will apply to indictable offences punishable by a 
maximum of 10 years' imprisonment when they result in bodily 
harm, involve the import, export, trafficking or production of drugs 
or involve the use of weapons. 


When an offence is committed under these circumstances, it is 
even more important to deter the offender and denounce the crime. 
This justifies restricting the availability of conditional sentences in 
such cases. It is possible however that the limits I just described do 
not cover all offences prosecuted by way of indictment and 
punishable by a maximum of 10 years in prison. 


Therefore, the bill also proposes limiting the availability of 
conditional sentences for prison breach, criminal harassment, sexual 
assault, kidnapping, trafficking in persons, abduction of a person 
under 14, motor vehicle theft, theft over $5,000, breaking and 
entering a place other than a dwelling-house, being unlawfully in a 
dwelling-house, and arson for fraudulent purpose. 


As I mentioned at the beginning of my speech, there are technical 
differences between the changes proposed in this bill and those 
contained in the former Bill C-16. 


For example, Bill C-16 proposed the abolition of conditional 
sentencing for the offence of luring a child, described in section 
172.1. This is no longer on the list of offences that would not be 
eligible for conditional sentencing, since article 22 of this bill 
proposes a minimum punishment of imprisonment for a term of one 
year in the case of an indictable offence, or 90 days in the case of a 
summary conviction. 


Another change from Bill C-16 is that the list of offences that are 
no longer eligible for conditional sentence includes the new offence 
of motor vehicle theft, described in section 333.1 of the Criminal 
Code. 


The final change would correct an error that slipped into Bill 
C-16. That bill did not include the offence of abduction of a person 
under 14 by a parent or guardian. The intent was, however, to target 
the offence described in section 281 of the Criminal Code, which has 
to do with the abduction of a person under 14 by a stranger. 


I want to reassure my colleagues that even though the reference in 
section 742.1 to serious personal injury offences is set to be 
eliminated, the changes in this bill will ensure that those who are 
convicted of sexual assault, sexual assault with a weapon and 
aggravated sexual assault will not be eligible if prosecuted by way of 
indictment. 
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Note also that conditional sentencing will no longer be available 
for persons convicted of sexual assault against a person 16 or under 
since clause 25 of the bill proposes a minimum sentence of one year 
when the offence is prosecuted by way of indictment, and 90 days on 
summary conviction. 


This government is addressing the concerns of Canadians who no 
longer want to see conditional sentences used for serious crimes, 
whether they are violent crimes or property crimes. 


For the reasons I have just mentioned, I urge my fellow members 
of this House to unanimously support the proposed changes to the 
conditional sentencing system. | 

Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the hon. member for his comments. 


He said that the government is very attentive to Canadians' 
concerns, but we already know that this bill will cost us billions of 
dollars that could be invested in the education or health care systems. 
I think that the government is not very attentive to what is actually of 
concern to Canadians. 


We know that this bill will criminalize and target the people who 
are already the most marginalized in society, such as youth and 
people with mental illness. We also know that the first nations 
represent 10.8% of the population of Canada but 18% of the 
population of federal prisons. 


I would like to hear the hon. member's reaction to these figures, 
and I would like to know why he wants to pass a bill that will 
increase the overrepresentation of first nations people in federal 
prisons. 


Mr. Robert Goguen: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. 
member for her question. 


Certainly, many people who pass through in the penal system may 
not have the same mental capacity as an ordinary Canadian citizen. 
However, methods of defence are available for people who lack this 
capacity. In addition, it is important to remember that, as painful as it 
may be for the person who is incarcerated, the prison system has 
rehabilitation programs. In many cases, the problems that people in 
the system have were not identified at a young age. It is often once 
they enter the penal system that they are diagnosed with mental or 
other problems. In such cases, it is always possible to transfer them 
to another centre that can help them to become more productive 
members of society. 

[English] 

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
for a number of years I was the justice critic in the province of 
Manitoba. When Ottawa makes changes and brings in legislation, 
quite often it has a profound impact in terms of the budgets at the 
local and provincial levels governments. That impact is fairly 
profound on this bill. We have had great difficulty in terms of trying 
to come to grips with just how much Bill C-10 will cost the 
taxpayers and how much money the provinces will have to come 
forward with in order to compensate the bill. 


When I was the critic, I was always pretty gung-ho on wanting to 
prevent crimes from happening. That meant taking those scarce 
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resources and trying to invest them so that little Johnny, as opposed 
to getting involved in a gang activity, would be involved in a school 
activity. 


Does the parliamentary secretary have a sense of how much 
money this will cost the different types of jurisdictions, or can he 
take this as notice and provide us information on how much, for 
example, it would cost the province of Manitoba to implement Bill 
C-10? 


Mr. Robert Goguen: Mr. Speaker, I was elected on May 2 and I 
am not aware, of the hundreds and hundreds of pages that were 
tabled, of the cost of these systems. I know, in speaking to the hon. 
minister, that there has been much co-operation between the 
provinces and the federal government. In fact, many of these bills 
have been on the order paper and have been debated. The provinces 
have asked for them to be put in place because they also want their 
streets to be protected. 


I am sure the provinces could perhaps provide a more detailed 
look at what the cost would be. It appears from their willingness to 
co-operate that they are more than willing to see these measures put 
in place so that they, like us, will stand up for Canadians and protect 
them. 


® (1800) 


Mr. John Rafferty (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, one of the issues missing from this debate thus far is the 
issue of judges and their ability to make rulings and judgments. 
When mandatory sentencing is present, a lot of the discretionary 
power that judges have is taken out of their hands. 


One of the reasons our justice system works as well as it does is 
because judges do have discretion. There will be many situations 
where we must remember that these are actual people appearing 
before judges and not pieces of paper or machines. Judges need to 
have that discretion. 


Would the member like to make a comment about that issue? 


Mr. Robert Goguen: Mr. Speaker, that is certainly a very relevant 
question, which was canvassed at length by the Canadian Bar 
Association and on which it focused. 


However, in our role as parliamentarians, we fix maximum 
sentences, we fix minimum sentences and we give guidance to the 
courts as to what is appropriate and which crimes are determined to 
be more heinous than perhaps others. We dictate the severity. 


I do not remember the exact year, but not long ago Parliament 
abolished the death penalty. That was our call as well. Yes, there is a 
spectrum, but it is Parliament's call to give the courts guidance on 
where the crime fits with respect to the question of severity. 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, could the honourable member point the House, in any 
way, shape or form, to a scintilla of evidence that shows that 
minimum mandatories actually contribute to the reduction of crime 
or repetition of crime? 


Mr. Robert Goguen: Mr. Speaker, it is very simple. Once one is 
in jail, one certainly does not commit crimes. That is the way in 
which our streets and our citizens are protected. 
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There are two types of dissuasion. There is general dissuasion and 
there is specific dissuasion. Specific dissuasion is particularly 
important upon repeat offenders. The sentence is upped, it is made 
more severe each step of the way and there is no vacation when 
criminals are in jail. They are not committing crimes or stealing cars. 


From the point of view of general deterrence as it relates the 
question of the issue of the drug bill, we have people flying from 
Seattle because they would rather be caught in Canada for a drug- 
related offence because there is no sentence. People who deal with 
drugs in Canada will go to jail. The people of Canada have spoken 
on that and that is what we are standing up for. We walk the walk 
and talk the talk. 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, I would like to ask my hon. colleague about the logic he has 
presented in the House, that basically because young people are 
overlooked, there are no resources to diagnose or address mental 
illness, offenders go to jail and their mental illness is addressed there. 


It seems to me that this is an argument for prevention and 
investing in resources, which has not happened in our country. The 
Conservative government has been as guilty as any government in 
terms of undermining any ability to address the problem of mental 
illness among Canadians and Canadian youth. 


Perhaps the hon. member can square the circle for me and explain 
how building more jail and investing more in incarceration will help, 
while at the same time rehabilitation and efforts to help people with 
mental illness have been reduced over and over. again. 


Mr. Robert Goguen: Mr. Speaker, as I noted, oftentimes issues 
are identified at a very late stage and many of the entry points where 
issues of mental problems or perhaps difficulties in coherence are 
identified are in provincial areas such as schools, in social services 
and various ports of entry in provincial jurisdictions. Certainly there 
is work to be done between the federal government and the 
provincial jurisdictions to identify these issues early. I am sure that in 
the future we will be willing to work hand in hand with them. 


© (1805) 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened with interest to the parliamentary secretary's 
comments on deterrence. 


Before I came to this chamber, I spent 20 years working in the 
area of criminal justice, where it is very well known that deterrence 
that actually works is based on the certainty and the swiftness of 
detection and prosecution. 


Why does the government insist on trying to work at the other end 
of the system where deterrence does not work, rather than investing 
resources into prosecution and police officers on the street, which 
actually does have a deterrent effect? 


Mr. Robert Goguen: Mr. Speaker, I do not have a perfect answer, 
but I do know that violent criminals who are in jail do not commit 
crimes against law-abiding citizens, and that is who we are standing 
up for. 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as I 
often like to do when we stand in the House and have a dialogue and 
debate among each other about issues of crime and safety in our 
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country, I like to start with what I think is a bridging set of 
statements in which we all believe. 


I think every member in the House believes in and wants to create 
policy that keeps our communities safe. 


I think every member in the House, legitimately and sincerely, 
wants to ensure that we have a justice system that is efficient, 
effective and geared toward the goals that we all hope our justice 
system would be geared toward, which is to ensure that our justice 
system accomplishes the goals that it purports to have. 


That goal would be twofold, when we combine effective public 
policy on crime and an effective justice system, and that is to adopt 
policies that prevent crime as much as we can from happening in the 
first place and once crime is committed, to do everything we can to 
ensure that the person committing the crime does not commit it 
again. 


I had the honour of being our party's public safety critic in the last 
Parliament and spent a good part of almost two years examining, in 
detail, the situation in our corrections system. I had the distinct 
honour and privilege of touring some 26 federal correctional 
institutions and seeing first-hand the work that our correctional 
officials do every day in our prisons. It also gave me an eye-opening 
experience into the real situation that was occurring in our federal 
prisons. I would encourage all members of the House, as members of 
Parliament, to inspect our federal institutions and learn first-hand 
what is going on. 


A provision in the Corrections and Conditional Release Act 
specifically gives MPs the untrammelled right to go into our federal 
institutions and inspect them. As legislators, that is a very important 
responsibility so we can be supervising, monitoring and inspecting’ 
our federal prisons. 


I will tell the House what I have noticed in visiting those prisons 
from my point of view. The people who populate those prisons are, 
as has been said, among the most marginalized people in society, in 
general. It is true that there is a small segment of the prison 
population who are incorrigible, dangerous and violent people for 
whom we have very little option but to keep locked away from 
society. Nobody in the House would suggest that the Clifford Olsons 
and the Paul Bernardos of the world should safely ever be returned to 
the streets of our country and they should pay a price for the crimes 
they have committed by being incarcerated for the rest of their lives. 


However, we cannot make policy based on that small percentage, 
because what I also saw was that 80% of the people who are in our 
federal prisons today, men and women, suffer from an addiction. 
This figure is widely accepted on all sides of the House. The public 
safety committee heard expert testimony after expert testimony from 
corrections officials, from wardens, from the John Howard Society, 
from the Elizabeth Fry Society, from all manner of people who all 
agreed with that figure, that 80% suffer from an addiction. 
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Another commonly accepted fact on all sides of the House is that 
there is a substantial number of men and women inside our 
institutions who suffer from mental illness. Leaving aside, the 
obvious point is addiction itself is a mental illness. Issues like fetal 
alcohol spectrum disorder, brain damage, low cognition and those 
with brain injuries also are disproportionately represented in our 
prison system. 


That leads me to my first point. If we truly want to ensure that 
when those people come out of prison they do not recommit 
offences, then we need direct resources at the real problems they 
face. 


It is true that well over 90% of people in our federal institutions 
will leave those institutions and come back into our communities. 
They will be walking down our streets, walking down our alleys, 
sitting beside us in restaurants, applying for jobs. They will be 
members of our communities. 


© (1810) 


It is only common sense. It is not only from a moral point of view 
but it is from a self-interested point of view for us to ensure we do 
everything possible when we make policy to improve the situations 
that cause them to commit their crimes in the first place. That is why 
the New Democratic Party is a consistent voice for putting resources 
into crime prevention and into resources that address and attack the 
fundamental causes of these people's criminogenic behaviour where 
we can do so. 


What I see in Bill C-10 is an accumulation of ineffective policies 
to solve a diminishing problem that is inexorbitantly expensive. I do 
not see how that will make a noticeable dent in the problem that we 
have in this country. 


At the public safety committee, we asked a person from the United 
States who is a member of an initiative called right on crime to 
appear before our committee to tell us about the experience in the 
United States. The person who came up was the appointee of Ronald 
Reagan as the original drug enforcement agency czar. He also was 
the chief architect of the tough on crime policy that has been pursued 
by the United States over the last two decades. 


What he told us was remarkable. He told us that the policies of 
toughening up sentences and incarcerating more people in the United 
States by pursuing policies like mandatory minimums, lengthening 
sentences, taking away judge's discretion and reducing sentencing 
options for judges has resulted in poor outcomes. He said that it 
threatened to bankrupt the treasuries of every state in which these 
policies are being pursued and that it has made no noticeable dent in 
crime. So, after spending billions and billions of dollars and locking 
up hundreds of thousands of citizens, the net result was that they 
were nearing bankruptcy and the crime rate was unaffected. 


I said to members opposite in the House at that time that they had 
the benefit of the justice department and public safety department 
and that they had access to our civil servants who can access 
research that one hopes is being done before legislation is being 
brought before the House. I asked them to tell me the name of one 
jurisdiction anywhere in the world, a state, a government or a 
province, where these policies that the government seeks to put into 
law have resulted in safer communities with lower crime rates. 
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The answer I received was that there were none. No country could 
be named. That is instructive. Before we embark on a policy that will 
cost the Canadian taxpayers billions and billions of dollars, it is 
instructive and responsible of us as legislators to do our homework 
and to at least have an even chance of accomplishing the goals that 
we seek the money to achieve. 


Crime is not an issue that is restricted to Canada. Every society in 
the world is grappling with this, whether it is Europe, Asia, South 
America or Africa. Crime exists everywhere. This is not a unique 
situation. We have examples all over the world of different 
approaches to dealing with crime. We have very harsh approaches, 
like the current government seeks to take our country in, and we 
have examples of more lenient approaches. 


Surely there is a wealth of information in this world that we can 
glean from and craft best policies to ensure we accomplish the goals 
that Canadians want us to accomplish, and that is to ensure we 
prevent crime as much as we can and to reduce the possibility that 
somebody will commit a crime a second time. 


I want to talk a little bit about police officers because our party, the 
New Democrats, has been calling, through the last three elections, 
for the increase of 2,500 police officers in this country. We do 
believe in putting police officers on Canadian streets and using them 


properly. 
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In my view, that means putting them in our communities and 
having police officers on bikes. Putting them around high-crime 
areas like sky train stations in my city of Vancouver is an important 
way that we can improve community safety. 


The Conservative Party promised to create 2,500 police officer 
positions in the 2008 election. I have met with police boards and 
police chiefs across this country and they all tell me the same thing, 
that only a fraction of those 2,500 police officer positions have been 
created. The reason is that the money the federal government 
promised to give jurisdictions to create those positions has been 
reduced from ongoing funding, to five-year funding, to three-year 
funding. Police chiefs have looked the Conservatives in the eyes and 
said that they are not creating a single position when they only have 
funding for only three years. 


There is no funding for the civilian staff that each police officer 
position engenders. The money has been transferred to provinces 
with no strings attached. The provinces have received that money 
without any obligation to actually create police officer positions and, 
in some cases, that money or portions of it have disappeared into 
provincial treasuries' general revenue. 


The Conservatives have not fulfilled their promise to Canadians to 
create those 2,500 police officer positions. I would encourage them 
to do so because they have unanimity on this side of the House to do 
that. 
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If we really want to improve our justice system and reduce crime 
on our streets, we need to add more prosecutors and judges in this 
country. Our courts are overburdened. There are cases kicked out of 
courts across this country every day for want of prosecution and 
delay. I see nothing in Bill C-10 that adds police officers, judges, 
prosecutors and nothing that addresses addiction, mental illness and 
crime prevention. Those are valid, fact-based criticisms of this bill. 


I will talk about what I have also seen in our federal prison 
system. There was a program in our federal prisons called CORCAN 
which allowed inmates to learn skilled trades and engage in 
programs like making furniture. The furniture would then be sold to 
the federal government at reduced prices. It was a win-win situation. 
It gave underskilled inmates an opportunity to learn soft and hard 
skills, to learn the discipline of work, to learn skills that would allow 
them to survive on the outside and maybe have a better chance of 
escaping the criminal lifestyle. It also gave the federal government 
much needed equipment at a reduced price. 


Do members know what has happened to the CORCAN program? 
It has been reduced. I am not saying that rhetorically. If people were 
to go to Kent Institution 90 kilometres outside of Vancouver, they 
could walk into the CORCAN rooms, which are three big rooms that 
look like industrial arts labs in junior and senior high schools, and all 
they will find are storage rooms. They are empty. 


The government has closed prison farms. We have had big 
debates, and I do not intend to open that debate again, but there were 
prison farms operating at four or five institutions in this country that 
were absolute models of success. They gave offenders a chance to 
learn soft skills, to get up in the morning and show up for work. 
They had responsibilities. The arguments I heard in the House about 
the closing of the farms were absurd, like those people would never 
find work on a farm. That is not the point of prison farms. The point 
of prison farms is to teach skills of responsibility, of working 
together, of having to show up at the same time every day, working 
with animals, for hardened people to emotionally reconnect and 
consider the feelings of other people and learn responsibility. They 
were very effective programs and the government closed the farms. 


This bill is titled “the safe streets and communities act”. I think it 
should more aptly be called “the overcrowded prisons, no crime 
prevention and overburden taxpayers with no results act”. That is 
just as accurate a title as any other. 


© (1820) 


I want to talk a little about some of the pieces of Bill C-10. Part of 
this practice of governing that the Conservative Party has proven a 
predilection for is to take a whole bunch of unrelated bills and throw 
them into one great big conglomeration before the House, which is a 
very imprecise and ineffective way to govern because we then need 
disentangle all of the pieces, some of which are good, some of which 
are bad. I want to focus on some of the pieces of this. 


I want to talk about the international transfer of offenders 
provision of the bill. 


For many years, Canada has had a provision whereby Canadians 
who are convicted abroad have the opportunity to apply to serve 
their sentence in Canada. This is not done just because they want to. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


F321 


Government Orders 


The host jurisdiction must agree, Canada must agree and the 
offender must agree. 


There are criteria and the criteria are that they must satisfy the 
Canadian authorities that they are not able to access proper 
rehabilitation services in the country of origin, sometimes because 
no English or French is spoken, sometimes because there is no 
rehabilitation programs and sometimes if there is particularly 
compelling humanitarian and compassionate grounds. We all 
remember the fellow who was convicted with Conrad Black, his 
compatriot, who successfully applied and came back to Canada. 


There is another important reason that the bill is important for 
public safety. If a Canadian in the United States finishes his or her 
sentence, the second after that sentence is completed the individual is 
deported back to Canada. The individual comes into our country and 
we have no record of him or her coming and we have no probation 
and no parole. We do not even know that the individual is in our 
community. 


If the person is actually transferred back to Canada, however, and 
serves his or her sentence in Canada, we have a record of the 
sentence and we often will have parole conditions so that when the 
individual is released from jail we can impose conditions and 
monitor his or her re-entry into Canadian society. It is actually better 
for public safety and community safety to have this program. 


This bill essentially would gut that program. It would allow the 
minister to have virtually unparalleled discretion to refuse such a 
request without any real kind of review. That is not good legislation. 


I want to talk briefly about the pardon system. 


The New Democrats, not last June but the one before, worked 
with the government to toughen our pardon system. We are the ones 
who proposed that we give the National Parole Board the power to 
deny a pardon in any case in which the administration of justice 
would be- brought into disrepute. We added the provision that 
someone convicted of manslaughter would be prohibited from 
obtaining a pardon for 10 years whereas it was 5 years before. 


Those are the provisions that would prevent Karla Homolka from 
getting a pardon, which, under the Conservative government's 
watch, was going to happen unless we did something. The New 
Democrats worked with the government to ensure that did not 


happen. 


The government has now come forward with further pardon 
provisions that are simply unjustifiable. It wants to deny the ability 
of anybody with more than three convictions from ever in their entire 
life qualifying for a pardon. We heard evidence before our public 
safety committee from people in that situation, people who had four 
convictions or ten. We heard from one who had 26 convictions, and 
it sounded really bad. , 
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The person with 26 convictions had a constructive story. He was a 
young executive who was recently married and bought a house and 
his wife developed leukemia and died. He went into depression and 
he started selling steroids for six months. Over the course of those 
six months, he engaged in selling steroids over the Internet. When he 
was convicted, he pled guilty. For every one transaction involving 
the sale of steroids, he had multiple convictions: possession, 
trafficking and there were offences because he was selling across 
the border. He is now an executive with Corus media. He appeared 
before our committee as a bright, rehabilitated, productive member 
of our society. This is the kind of person who would be prevented 
from getting a pardon under this legislation. 


The “three strikes and you're out” approach that has been 
prevalent in places like California are being repealed in those 
jurisdictions because they have found that it has put a straitjacket on 
their justice system. That is not effective and it does not result in 
better community safety. It is also expensive. 


The New Democrats are opposed to this because we want to create 
effective, strong, rational, fact-based policy that will likely result in 
safer communities, which, as I said at the beginning of my speech, is 
the goal of everybody in the House. 


I would urge the government to listen to what the experts say, 
listen to what people across the justice system have to say, and not 
pursue a blind, ideological approach because it may be good wedge 
policies, but to actually work together with all members of the House 
to craft good policy to make our communities and our country safer 
for everyone. 


@ (1825) 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member for Vancouver 
Kingsway demonstrated again with his speech why I have such 
respect for him and the thoughtful way in which he presents his 
perspective on criminal justice reform, but I would encourage him to 
recognize that the approach our government has taken, both in the 
previous two Parliaments and again in this Parliament, is actually 
based on a great deal of consideration of the perspectives of 
provinces and of those who are not necessarily Conservative 
supporters and voters. 


As a matter of fact, in the last Parliament, as the member knows, 
we eliminated the faint hope clause, we got rid of two-for-one 
sentencing for criminals, and we established mandatory minimum 
prison sentences for those who are sexually abusing our kids. We did 
these, by the way, with the support of the NDP government in 
Manitoba and, in British Columbia, as he knows, the then solicitor 
general critic for the NDP, Mike Farnworth, who is now the House 
leader for the NDP in British Columbia. These are radical right-wing 
people. Mike Farnworth, I think, would describe himself as a proud 
socialist, but he recognized the common sense of standing beside 
those who are victims of crime and not having a litany and a constant 
focus as a government on only those who are committing the crimes. 


I entirely respect the approach that he recommends rhetorically, 
which is to have a balanced approach as a government, and we do. 
We have programs. A Chance to Choose is a phenomenal program in 
my riding that supports kids who are at risk of becoming career 
criminals, who are without any kind of structure in their lives. We 
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support those kinds of programs. However, we also believe in 
making sure that the common-sense approaches to ensuring that we 
are tough on crime are in fact a part of the government's agenda. 
That is what this legislation is about. 


By the way, Canadians are with us. It is why we have a majority. It 
is to pass this legislation and to get it done, and we are going to do it. 


Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, I respect the thoughtful 
intervention by my hon. colleague from British Columbia, but I 
am not sure whether there was a question. I suppose it just reflects a 
different philosophy of how best to achieve those safe communities 
that we all want. 


For instance, I understand why the Conservatives would have 
criticized the faint hope clause. They would want someone who has 
committed murder to serve the full sentence. In general, I agree with 
that. The reason I supported the faint hope clause is that, as a lawyer 
myself, I know that a cookie-cutter approach to justice does not 
work. Often one case with a unique set of circumstances comes up 
where someone could demonstrate that he or she has earned the right 
to come back into society. We want there to be that carrot-on-a-stick 
approach. We want people to have that incentive. Corrections 
officers have told me it is a good tool for maintaining co-operation 
and good behaviour in jail when people think that if they behave 
properly they may have a chance of getting some sort of benefit from 
it. 


These are some of the tough considerations that go into these 
difficult issues, and I appreciate that they are different perspectives 
on this matter. 


@ (1830) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The member for 
Vancouver Kingsway will have seven minutes remaining in the 
period for questions and comments when the House next considers 
this matter. 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


[English] 
FISHERIES AND OCEANS 


Hon. Lawrence MacAulay (Cardigan, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to stand in my place and look for a few answers to a question 
I asked on June 8 concerning cuts to DFO. 


Before doing that, I would like to thank the people of Cardigan for 
having faith in me once again and re-electing me to the House of 
Commons. It is important that I bring to the House the issues that 
affect the people of Cardigan, but of course this issue affects people 
right across Canada. The fishing industry is so important to the 
people of my riding. 
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There are many concerns in the fishing industry and one of the 
major concerns is what takes place with respect to midshore seiners. 


I would first bring to the attention of the government the edge 
_ project which gave 2,500 tonnes of spring stock in herring that 
would be able to be applied in the fall. The fishermen in my riding 
and the fishermen in Prince Edward Island are trying to fish herring 
right now and they cannot catch herring. It is a serious problem if 
they are trying to make a living. It is nothing to smile about. The fact 
of the matter is these people need to catch fish in order to make a 
living and they are not catching them. 


When there is a reduction in the funding for DFO, it is very 
difficult to find out just what effect these kinds of changes have. The 
government can spend $90,000 a day and up to $20 million in order 
to have consultants tell the government how to put cuts in place, but 
it is pretty difficult for people involved in the fishing industry or 
even the people who work where my office is located, in Montague, 
P.E.I., in the claims processing area to find out that they have no job. 


I want the government to look at the economic benefits and how 
important the safety issues are. Of course, we must have the research 
capacity in order to ensure we have a strong fishery. The problem 
economically is when the funding is cut, we have no wharf repair. 
All across my riding and in places like Avondale, Hants County, and 
Little Harbour in Pictou County, Nova Scotia, there are a couple of 
wharves in Atlantic Canada that are starving for dollars. These kinds 
of things are so important. 


Regarding the rationalization program, when the member 
responds to my question, could he tell me if the rationalization 
program will continue? Prince Edward Island depends so much on 
areas 24, 25 and 26A. The fact is that the licences are issued by the 
Government of Canada. They are owned by the Government of 
Canada. Many people in my area have invested a lot of dollars in the 
fishing industry but they just cannot make a living. We need to 
ensure these dollars are put in place. 


I would like the parliamentary secretary to indicate what will be 
done for the fishermen and people involved in the fishery who have 
little or no catch. What will happen to the rationalization program? 
Why would the government reduce or remove the coast guard from 
Newfoundland and Quebec to Halifax? Newfoundland would seem 
to be a pretty sensible area to have a coast guard. It is impossible to 
understand. Why would the government slash the budget when it is 
so necessary? More dollars are needed in the small-craft harbours for 
research, safety and to ensure they have the structure in place to 
enable people to go fishing. I hope the parliamentary secretary will 
elaborate on these questions. 


Mr. Randy Kamp (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Fisheries and Oceans and for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to have the opportunity to say a few words 
about our government's commitment to the fishing industry in 
Canada. 


As my colleague will know from his briefing that the minister 
offered to him in the spring, we take this responsibility very 
seriously. Our government has consistently ensured that Fisheries 
and Oceans Canada has the funding to properly implement the 
programs and policies for which it is responsible. 
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Since 2006, the annual operating budget for Fisheries and Oceans 
has seen steady incremental increases each year of approximately 
$1.4 billion in 2005-06 to more than $1.8 billion in 2011-12. This, 
for example, has helped us address the neglect of harbours and 
vessels caused by the significant underfunding of the department in 
the mid-1990s when, I might add, my friend was a member of the 
government, and at the same time to tackle ongoing and unforeseen 
challenges, like storm damage. 


In addition to annual increases in the department's operating 
budget, our government injected an additional $455 million in direct 
stimulus to Fisheries and Oceans Canada as part of Canada's 
economic action plan. 


As a result, we were able to complete more than 240 repair, 
maintenance and dredging projects at small craft harbours, procure 
98 new vessels for the Canadian Coast Guard, upgrade an additional 


40 Coast Guard vessels and enhance 16 laboratories across Canada, 


among other projects. 


The economic action plan did what it was intended to do: provide 
short-term economic stimulus and target important projects across 
the country. 


We now have the opportunity to take stock of our departmental 
programs to ensure we are continuing to respond to the priorities of 
Canadians. We must ensure our programs, like those in every 
department of government, are efficient, effective and achieving the 
expected results for Canadians. 


That is what the strategic review process has been all about. Under 
strategic review, Fisheries and Oceans Canada worked to identify 
ways to continue its transformation toward a streamlined, efficient 
and responsive department. 


Modernizing fisheries management, adopting new technologies 
and eliminating duplicative work are ways the department can focus 
on its core mandate and ultimately spend Canadians' tax dollars more 
wisely. 


The department did not undertake this process lightly. Every 
change proposed was carefully considered and designed to improve 
the work we do and the services we provide. 


Our government will build on recent achievements to promote the 
best interests of long-term, viable fisheries that are both ecologically 
and economically sound for future generations to enjoy, fisheries that 
are characterized by stability, predictability, transparency and trust. 


I know that some reports have focused on the potential impact of 
the budgetary measures on our workforce, so I will say this. We 
estimate that a very small percentage of employees could be affected 
over three years and our goal is to address this reduction to the 
greatest extent possible through attrition, reassignment, relocation, 
planned retirement and other staffing mechanisms. 
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Once the details are finalized, managers will talk to employees 
who are affected. We owe it to employees to speak with them before 
making details public. We will make every effort to identify re- 
employment opportunities within Fisheries and Oceans or other 
federal departments. 


Fisheries and Oceans Canada is at an important juncture. The 
minister and I are committed to working hard, consulting with 
stakeholders, getting as much information as we can and making 
decisions that are in the best interests of the long-term economic 
prosperity of the fishing industry in Canada. 


@ (1835) 


Hon. Lawrence MacAulay: Mr. Speaker, I am sure my hon. 
colleague, who I know quite well, is concerned about the fishery. 


I have one example in the Malpeque Harbour where a boat went 
aground. The boat was lost but the lives were saved. However, when 
dollars are taken out of DFO and when the capacity and manpower 
of the Coast Guard is reduced, and I would like the member to 
indicate whether they will be reduced or not, not only does it 
‘ endanger the fishermen but the Coast Guard expertise is not there 
when needed to ensure that lives are saved. 


It is important that we keep the infrastructure in place, that we 
have the dollars for the dredging and that we have the Coast Guard 
fully equipped, instead of being reduced which is the case now. I 
hope my hon. colleague will elaborate on that. 


Mr. Randy Kamp: Mr. Speaker, the minister has answered this a 
number of times. He said that the on-the-water service that the 
Canadian Coast Guard provides will not be affected. 


However, I hope my colleague agrees with the main point that 
taking opportunities to review a department's expenditures is an 
important practice because it forces one to look at every dollar of 
expenditure in light of the bigger picture. That is what we have done. 


Over the next few years, this is what this will mean. We will see 
accelerated progress toward a more modern, economically and 
ecologically sustainable fishing industry. We will see regulatory 
practices that are characterized by clear rules, consistently applied, 
bringing predictability to stakeholders. It will mean programs and 
services that are better aligned with priorities, more efficient, 
relevant and better designed to take advantage of modern 
technologies. 


That is a worthwhile destination and I encourage my friend from 
Cardigan to support us as we work hard to get there. 


© (1840) 
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Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to have a chance to speak and have a debate on the 
question that I asked in June. 


I stated that despite the Canada Revenue Agency giving itself A 
grades on service to taxpayers, an internal audit found that these 
grades were in fact inflated by almost 20% and fell well below 
acceptable standards. I asked the minister to please explain this lack 
of accountability to Canadian taxpayers, who have the right to 
expect timely and respectful service. It seems like a reasonable 
question. 
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The CRA falsifying their own audit is really tied into bad service 
that affects individuals and especially small business tax filers. In 
fact, on my recent tour of small businesses in rural British Columbia 
I heard that small businesses are being left out by the government 
and that the complexity of tax filing and administrative reporting is a 
nightmare. A vast array of administrative charges that affect them are 
announced in budget after budget, which the government then does 
not implement in their implementation bills, or if they do, they then 
do not come into force. Those small businesses that can afford 
professional advisers are spending a lot of time and money on a 
complicated system set in place by the government's ineffectiveness 
and mismanagement. 


. One would think that the response to me would have been that this 
is an important issue and that the government would look into it. 
However, that was not what I received as a response. In fact, the 
minister at the time claimed that an important example of how the 
government was doing just fine with respect to my question was the 
taxpayer bill of rights and the Office of the Taxpayers' Ombudsman. 


Well, there has been very strong comment among those who work 
with those two offices in that they are completely ineffective. I will 
read from an article in the National Post by Mr. Drache, a Quebec- 
based lawyer, entitled “Taxpayers' Bill of Rights a weak publicity 
stunt”. 


The writer talked about the community being “underwhelmed” by 
the announcement of a Taxpayer Bill of Rights, “because we've seen 
it all before”. 


In 1983 the Conservatives latched onto a hot issue: abuses by 
Revenue Canada. They then stoked the public's outrage about that 
and then proceeded to do nothing about it. It was a public relations 
stunt. 


This is another public relations stunt. The ombudsman's office 
lacks teeth and is not a benefit to the taxpayers, especially to small 
business people who are struggling to fulfill their responsibilities in 
job creation and stoking the engine of our faltering economy. They 
need help. They do not need just platitudes from the government. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am certainly delighted 
to have the opportunity to give more extensive discussion to this 
very important question and I thank my colleague for the 
intervention. . 


This question was asked of the minister in June of this year. The 
member takes a rather negative view of the report; however, we 
welcome these findings, as they provide an opportunity to make 
efficient and effective program improvements that will support the 
agency's focus on GST and HST. 
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I do want to note again that the audit found that controls currently 
in place support the responsibilities and activities of the GST-HST 
rulings program, which includes the provision of accurate and 
consistent rulings and interpretations. It revealed that functional 
support to field offices is strong, and working relationships with 
internal and external stakeholders are well established and effective. 


The audit also identified that controls relating to planning, 
forecasting and the allocation of resources should be strengthened. 


I can share with my colleague that in response to CRA's own 
internal audit, the agency has taken a number of steps to address the 
issues identified. 


These measures include the establishment of collaborative work- 
ing groups to examine and recommend appropriate changes 
regarding issues related to workload management, quality monitor- 
ing and outreach; consultation with the strategy and integration 
branch to ensure consistency of GST-HST rulings external service 
standards with other CRA programs and corporate practices; and 
ongoing monitoring of GST-HST technical publications to ensure 
they remain accurate and up to date. 


Our government is very much action oriented, and when potential 
improvements are identified, we move quickly. I believe this is part 
of the reason that in May of this year, Canadians chose to give us a 
strong, stable majority government. 


Canadians gave us a mandate to focus on the economy. Creating 
jobs and growth are issues that really matter to Canadians. We: have 
created over 600,000 net new jobs since the beginning of the recent 
global economic downturn, and 80% of those are full-time positions. 


Just this week the International Monetary Fund forecast that 
Canada will have the strongest overall economic growth of the G7 
countries over the next two years. The IMF praised Canada for our 
“relatively healthy economic fundamentals” and our “sounder fiscal 
and financial position”. 


While these are encouraging signs, Canada is not immune from 
the economic turbulence facing the global economy, especially in 
Europe and the United States. That is why we need to stay the course 
and implement the next phase of Canada's economic action plan. 


I do want to quickly make note of the red tape reduction 
commission, which has support from the CFIB. The hon. member 
talked about talking with small businesses. We have talked with 
small businesses across the country, and they have made some great 
suggestions. They are very positive. It is a process that is going to 
really move forward in terms of great results for small and medium- 
sized businesses in Canada. 


I invite the member to support our government and help us 
implement these very important measures for Canada. 
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Ms. Joyce Murray: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for 
mentioning the red tape reduction as a process, because so far it is all 
process and no action. That is not good enough for small businesses. 


The member talked about HST-GST. That is another case where 
the government disassociated itself from its own actions. The 
Conservative Prime Minister gave British Columbia a take it or leave 
it ultimatum, giving that province no time to consult and leading to 
the disaster that we have today, which is falling squarely on small 
businesses that will have to adapt to a whole new tax structure. 


The government cherry-picks the facts and figures around the 
economy and fails to reveal the reports that are negative about how 
Canada is doing, and they are there. 


[Translation] 


Canadian taxpayers are not naive and they are not stupid. The 
government must stop treating them that way. When the government 
says one thing and does another, people become cynical. 


How can Canadians believe in— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): I must interrupt the 
member, as her time has expired. 


The Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Revenue. 
[English] 

Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member from the 
third party for taking an interest this evening. 


Our government is committed to the fair and equitable tax 
treatment of all Canadians. That is why we have created the taxpayer 
bill of rights, along with the Office of the Taxpayers' Ombudsman. 
That is also why we mandate government agencies like CRA to 
conduct internal audits. 


Internal auditing is in place in order to keep the agency 
accountable and to ensure that service to Canadians is constantly 
improving. Audits generally result in change, and change leads to 
improved services for Canadian taxpayers. 


While it is obvious we cannot get the third party to share our view 
that taxes should be lower and that their ideas for massive tax hikes 
would kill Canadian jobs, surely we can agree that internal auditing 
is important in order to improve services for Canadians. 
® (1850) 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The motion that the 
House do now adjourn is deemed to have been adopted. 


Accordingly, the House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
10 a.m., pursuant to an order made on September 19, 2011. 


(The House adjourned at 6:50 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Thursday, September 22, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
© (1005) 
[English] 
SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 


The House resumed from September 21 consideration of the 
motion that Bill C-10, An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of 
Terrorism Act and to amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal 
Code, the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and other Acts, be read the 
second time and referred to a committee, and of the amendment. 


The Speaker: When this bill was last being debated, the hon. 
member for Vancouver Kingsway had seven minutes left to conclude 
his remarks. I will give him the floor now. 


Mr. Don Davies (Vancouver Kingsway, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
think we were in questions and comments. 


The Speaker: Questions and comments. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciated the speech provided by my colleague yesterday. 


One of the things that came across my mind as he was articulating 
was the whole issue which both opposition parties have been raising, 
which is regarding the costs. There is no doubt a great deal of effort 
on both the provincial governments and local municipal govern- 
ments to try to come to grips with the issue of fighting crime. 


The idea of trying to invest more resources in those things that are 
going to prevent crimes from taking place in the first place, such as 
community policing and after school programs for high-risk 
offenders, is where priorities should be. 


I wonder if the member could provide any information he has in 
regard to the costs that have been provided for the implementation of 
this particular bill and the possible impact of those costs on being 
able to provide other forms of programs that would have more of an 
impact on preventing crimes. 


Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, there is lot of wisdom in that 
question. It touches upon a number of issues that reflect the 
deficiencies in the bill before us. 


There is nothing in this bill that deals with prevention. There is 
nothing in this bill that addresses the need for increased resources to 
help prevent crimes from happening in the first place. 


As I said in my speech yesterday, it is a renowned accepted fact on 
all sides of this House that 80% of the people in federal institutions 
suffer from an addiction. I do not think one has to be a criminologist 
to realize that if we really want to assist people so that they do not 
commit an offence once they leave prison, it would be wise to put 
resources into addressing their addiction. 


There is not one iota in this omnibus bill, that takes in 10 separate 
acts, that addresses that matter. It is highly predictable that we will 
not make a dent in terms of helping those people to not re-offend 
once they come back to our communities. I have seen statistics that 
show that a very high percentage of people released from federal 
prison are returned to prison for breach of conditions. One of the 
conditions is invariably that they stay away from alcohol and drugs. 


Well, if 80% of them are addicts or alcoholics and they are not 
getting acceptable treatment in prison, it only stands to reason that 
when they return to the communities they will re-offend again. They 
get into that revolving door of prison which is very expensive for 
taxpayers, it is ineffective, and leads to recidivism which everybody 
on all sides of the House would like to reduce. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
this bill continues a long-standing pattern of disrespect by the 
government to our judiciary by taking away judicial discretion 
around sentencing in particular. It is imposing very rigid guidelines, 
and not just guidelines but legal mandates as to how people would be 
sentenced, giving no discretion to our judiciary to handle the cases 
on a case-by-case basis. 


Ironically, with regard to the part of the bill that deals with sexual 
offences against children in particular, we have the very real prospect 
that those types of criminals will go to jail for shorter periods of time 
because the government has set mandatory minimums at a very low 
level in some cases. 


I wonder if my colleague could just comment on the history of the 
government's attitude toward the judiciary and what kind of respect 
it pays the judiciary. 
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Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, this allows me to expand on 
something I said in my speech last night. The public safety 
committee benefited from the testimony and experience of a 
representative from the United States who represents a group called 
Right on Crime. The person who testified at committee was the first 
appointee of Ronald Reagan to the drug enforcement agency and 
also was a key architect of the tough on crime policy over the last 20 
years. 


He told the committee that they made clear errors and the errors 
they made were imposing mandatory minimums and things like 
“three strikes and you're out” policies that did nothing but stuff their 
jails full of prisoners, burden the taxpayers with billions of dollars of 
unnecessary expenses, and did really nothing to reduce the crime 
rates in their communities. He testified that states like California and 
Texas are reversing those trends because they find that they are 
challenging state treasuries and risking bankruptcy for no real 
measurable community safety. 


Those are key measures that attack judicial discretion. Any 
mature, intelligent, efficient, effective judicial system will give our 
judges, who are highly trained and highly skilled, the tools they need 
in order to render appropriate sentences in each case. For justice to 
be done, it must be tailored to the individual case. That is what 
justice is about and the bill is harmful in that respect. 


© (1010) 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the hon. 
member will probably recall in the last Parliament the government 
telling us that the actual cost of Bill C-25 was going to be $90 
million and later it was updated to $2 billion, but the Parliamentary 
Budget Officer told us that the actual cost would be $9.5 billion over 
five years. 


Could the hon. member tell me why the government will not come 
clean on the actual costs of justice bills? 


Mr. Don Davies: Mr. Speaker, it is true that the costs of the 
government's approach to crime have been escalating and are huge. 
The last Parliament was full of that kind of discussion about how 
much the bills would cost, and there were estimates and under- 
estimates. As all Canadians and all parliamentarians know, the cost 
of the government's crime agenda will be in the billions. That is 
without any doubt whatsoever. No one on the government side will 
stand and deny that the cost implication will be in the billions. 


Also, I hear the Minister of Finance repeatedly attack the Liberals 
about downloading costs to the provinces in the nineties. That is 
exactly what the current bills will do as well. They will download 
costs to the provinces because many of the people who go to jail will 
be in provincial institutions. 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I am delighted to have a chance to speak to Bill C-10. 


The legislation before us today fulfills one of our government's 
strongest commitments made to Canadians, both in the Speech from 
the Throne and our 2011 election platform, a commitment that we 
would take action to make our streets and communities safe, and to 
stand up for victims. 


I am very proud of our government's strong record on making 
families safer. Not only is this what we were elected to do but it is 
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what we have made a point of doing from the first day we took office 
back in 2006. 


Canadians have spoken loudly and clearly about their expectations 
from day one as well. They have told us that law enforcement 
agencies must have the resources they need to make our 
communities safe; they want the rights of victims, law-abiding 
Canadians, to be considered first; they want serious offenders to be 
held accountable by serving sentences that reflect the severity of 
their crimes; and they want to see action that will help to prevent 
crimes before they happen. 


Our government listens to Canadians, which is why we have 
delivered in each of these areas. 


Our government is making communities safer by giving our police 
the tools they need to strengthen the protection of victims and law- 
abiding Canadians. For example, we have hired over 1,000 
additional RCMP personnel as part of our effort to combat crime. 


We also said that we would provide funding to the provinces and 
territories to allow them to hire additional police officers. We 
delivered on that commitment with a one-time $400 million police 
officer recruitment fund. I am very pleased to note that Statistics 
Canada reported last December that the number of police officers 
across Canada is now at its highest point since 1981. From 2009 
there was an increase of almost 2,000 police officers on our streets. 


On the legislative side, our government has passed a number of 
laws to crack down on crime, especially violent crimes. For instance, 
we have taken steps to champion the rights of victims in the justice 
system by ensuring offenders serve sentences that reflect the severity 
of their crimes. Before we passed the Truth in Sentencing Act, 
serious criminals were receiving two-for-one or sometimes three-for- 
one credit for time served while in pre-sentence custody. Of course, 
this was clogging up our provincial remand centres in places like 
Manitoba where 70% of the prisoners were in fact remand. Once we 
passed the two-for-one and three-for-one, that of course moved the 
people out of the provincial system and into the federal 
penitentiaries. 


Our government has passed the Serious Time for the Most Serious 
Crime Act to ensure first-degree murderers serve their life sentences 
of 25 years without the possibility of early parole through the so- 
called “faint hope clause”. Our government also passed reasonable 
measures to ensure that convicted con artists, fraudsters, and drug 
traffickers cannot be released onto our streets after serving just one- 
sixth of their prison sentences. This was unacceptable to Canadians 
and our government has taken action. I want to specifically point out 
the assistance that was provided by the Bloc Québécois in assisting 
us in passing that in a minority Parliament. : 
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The measures I have listed thus far are but a few examples of our 
efforts to keep communities safer, give police the tools to fight 
crime, and assert the rights and interests of victims of crime. 
However, are we finished? Not by a long shot. 


As stated in the Speech from the Throne, “Our government will be 
here for all Canadians—for individuals, for families and for all 
regions of the country—as together we move Canada forward”. We 
will continue to be “Here for law-abiding Canadians” since “The 
Government of Canada has no more fundamental duty than to 
protect the personal safety of our citizens and defend against threats 
to our national security”. 


Victims have a right to be safe from the people who have done 
them harm and our children have a right to be safe from sex 
offenders, which is why I am very proud that our government passed 
legislation to strengthen the national sex offender registry and the 
national DNA databank, so that all sex offenders are registered with 
the police. Of course, when the Liberals passed that legislation in 
2002, they deliberately put administrative blocks in the way, 
additional hearings that would have to take place after conviction, 
with the result that over 40% of those who were supposed to be on 
the DNA registry and the sex offender registry were not there, 
simply because of the administrative burdens. 


@ (1015) 


This is typical of Liberal legislation. The Liberals try to appease 
the voice of victims by bringing forward legislation while ensuring 
that the legislation cannot accomplish what it was set out to do 
through the use of administrative hurdles. Therefore, it discourages 
Crown attorneys, courts and police officers from actually proceeding 
with those additional hearings. 


What we have done is made those registries automatic upon 
conviction, which is only proper. Anyone who has been convicted of 
a serious offence should be on the registry. 


Tackling crime on all fronts remains a key priority for the 
government, as it is for all Canadians. This is why I am proud to 
support the legislation before us today as it builds upon our 
government's already impressive track record of cracking down on 
crime and standing up for victims. Indeed, one important component 
of Bill C-10 involves standing up for victims and specifically victims 
of terrorism. 


The bill proposes a fair and balanced approach in allowing victims 
of terrorism to seek redress. First and foremost, the proposed 
legislation would allow any victim of terrorism to sue the 
perpetrators of terrorism and their supporters. The bill would allow 
these victims to seek redress for a terrorist act that occurred on or 
after January 1, 1985. 


I also want to emphasize that Bill C-10 would allow victims to sue 
supporters of terrorism. This is crucial because we all know that 
terrorist organizations rely on financial support to operate. By 
targeting such supporters, the legislation would become yet another 
important tool in our fight against terrorism. 


Since the target of legitimate lawsuits could include certain states 
known to support terrorism, the proposed government legislation 
contains provisions to amend the State Immunity Act. Specifically, it 
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would authorize the government to create a list of states that could be 
sued for their role in supporting perpetrators of terrorism. 


Bill C-10 strikes the right balance. It addresses the needs of 
victims for redress against perpetrators and supporters of terrorism 
while preserving the important international relations that Canada 
enjoys. 


From its first day in office, this government has been working to 
ensure that law-abiding Canadian families feel safe and secure in 
their streets and communities. With Bill C-10 it is taking the next 
logical step in the fight against terrorism. We are giving victims not 
only a voice but a legal means to seek justice against those who 
cause them harm. 


In addition to proposing measures to stand up for the victims of 
crime, Bill C-10 would also introduce reasonable and balanced 
provisions to help ensure that offenders are fully held accountable 
for their crimes. 


In 2010, our government passed important legislation to provide 
the Parole Board of Canada the discretion to refuse a pardon in some 
cases. 


Bill C-10 would further strengthen reforms to the current system 
of pardons in this country in a number of ways. 


First, it proposes to replace the term “pardon” with the more 
appropriate designation of “record suspension”. This would better 
reflect what is actually taking place. 


We need to be clear about what this mechanism would and would 
not do. We believe the term “record suspension” better reflects the 
purpose of the legislation, that being to close off general access to a 
criminal record in appropriate cases as opposed to expressing 
forgiveness for the offence. After all, it is up to the victims to decide 
whether or not to forgive the criminals who have abused them, not 
the government. 


This change in terminology is an important one in terms of 
reinforcing the role of this legislation and eliminating pardons for 
serious crimes. 


Second, the government is clear in Bill C-10 that eligibility for a 
record suspension would be more restrictive. Bill C-10 would ensure 
that no one convicted of committing a sexual offence against a child 
would be eligible for a record suspension. 


There are some crimes which should never have the opportunity to 
be sealed. We believe that sexual offences against children is one of 
them. Unlike members of the New Democratic Party, we do not 
believe that those who sexually abuse children should be able to hide 
their criminal records. 


On top of this, individuals convicted of more than three indictable 
offences would not be eligible to apply for a record suspension if 
they have received a federal sentence for each of those offences. We 
believe this is a fair balance between those who have committed a 
few youthful indiscretions and repeat offenders with serious criminal 
histories. 
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In addition, the waiting period to apply for a record suspension for 
summary offences will be increased from three to five years and 
from five to ten years for indictable offences. However, the reforms 
we propose will better align the pardon system with the public's 
expectation for a fair system yet one that distinguishes those who 
have committed serious crimes and whose records should not be 
sealed. 


As well, Bill C-10 would help to enhance offender responsibility 
and accountability while strengthening the management of offenders 
during their incarceration and parole. It would also give victims 
access to more information about the offenders who have harmed 
them and modernize disciplinary sanctions for offenders serving 
their sentences. 


Bill C-10 would amend the Corrections and Conditional Release 
Act to emphasize that the primary purpose of corrections and 
conditional release is the protection of society. As the House is 
aware, in 1971 solicitor general Jean-Pierre Goyer stated that 
rehabilitation would be the first concern of the state rather than 
public safety. We have seen the justice system turned on its head by 


that pronouncement and subsequent legislation. Since 2006, our. 


government has been working to turn the justice system right side up 
by ensuring that the interests of victims and the public are paramount 
to those of convicted criminals. 


Unlike the NDP and the Liberals, the primary purpose we are 
expounding is in line with key recommendations from the 
independent review panel that our government established in 2007 
to review Correctional Service Canada's operational priorities, 
strategies and business plan. It is also in line with our commitment 
to put the interests and safety of law-abiding Canadians first in the 
Justice system. 


The amendments before us today would require offenders to 
conduct themselves in a way that demonstrates respect for other 
people and their property. As well, they will require all offenders to 
obey all penitentiary rules and conditions governing their release 
while also actively participating in the setting and achieving of 
objectives in their correctional plans. 


Since a corrections plan plays a key part in offenders’ 
rehabilitation, Bill C-10 proposes amendments to ensure that a 
correctional plan is completed for each offender who sets out 
objectives for behaviour, program participation and the meeting of 
their court-ordered obligations, such as restitution for victims. As 
well, Bill C-10 would modernize the system of discipline in federal 
penitentiaries by addressing disrespectful, intimidating and assaul- 
tive behaviours by inmates, including the throwing of bodily 
substances. 


Bill C-10 also proposes to strengthen the management of 
offenders in their reintegration into society by allowing police 
officers to arrest offenders who appear to be in violation of their 
parole without a warrant. Our government is delivering on these 
changes asked for by police and other criminal Justice partners. 


Victims have also long requested access to more information on 
offenders and to have a greater say in the justice system. Bill C-10 
would deliver on this in a number of ways. The bill would allow 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 22, 2011 


victims to obtain information on the reasons for a temporary 
absence, offender transfer, offender program participation and any 
offender convictions for serious disciplinary offences. 


Also, a victim's right to attend and make statements at a Parole 
Board of Canada hearing would be enshrined in law. As well, in 
most cases offenders would be prevented from withdrawing their 
parole applications 14 days or less before a hearing date, which 
routinely happens and often causes further suffering to victims. 


These proposed amendments are balanced and fair. They respect 
victims and hold offenders accountable. 


Finally, Bill C-10 proposes important amendments to the 
International Transfer of Offenders Act in order to expressly include 
public safety as a purpose of that act. This would provide a more 
flexible decision-making framework and would ensure that the 
protection of society is paramount when the minister is considering 
an offender's request to be transferred. 


I find it amazing that opposition members continually talk about 
how terrible Canada's prisons are. However, Canadian prisoners 
convicted abroad continually want to come home and foreigners who 
are incarcerated in Canadian prisons do not want to leave. That 
should give the opposition an indication of the relative benefits of 
being in a Canadian prison. 
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Bill C-10, the Safe Streets and Communities Act, will further 
strengthen our government's already impressive track record of 
protecting families, standing up for victims and holding offenders to 
account for their actions. These reforms respond to the needs of 
Canadian families, victims, law enforcement agencies and many 
Canadians. 


I therefore urge all hon. members to work with the government to 
ensure that these proposed reforms receive the speedy passage which 
they deserve. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, my colleague opposite spoke about protecting 
our children from sex offenders, and I agree with him. We must take 
action to protect our children. We agree on that. However, there is 
substantial evidence showing that minimum sentences are ineffective 
as deterrents. Texas, for example, is in the process of backtracking 
because its minimum sentences are ineffective and costly. 


I would like my colleague from Provencher to tell me how he can 
claim that Bill C-10 will truly protect our children. 
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[English] 


Hon. Vic Toews: Mr. Speaker, let me deal with the issue of 
mandatory minimum prison sentences. 


We know that an offender in prison is not out committing 
offences. It is called incapacitation to commit offences. It is a very 
important aspect of criminal justice. 


The American studies indicate that for every year dangerous 
offenders are out on the streets they commit at least 12 serious 
offences. Having mandatory minimum prison sentences for 
dangerous offenders ensures they will not be out victimizing another 
12 people. 


My colleague fails to understand that while some of the American 
states do not have mandatory minimum prison sentences they do 
have sentencing guidelines that are actually used by judges who 
adjust them up or down accordingly under very strict conditions. 
Therefore, they in fact do have mandatory minimums. 


Another point made to me by the homeland security secretary was 
that the reason Canadians want to come back to Canada is that they 
are released on parole after serving one-sixth or one-third of their 
sentences, whereas when serving sentences in an American federal 
institution, they receive 15% off for good behaviour. Therefore, time 
served in the United States is actually real time as opposed to the 
sentences being imposed here. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I was 
interested to hear the minister's comments about the relative merits 
and the attractiveness of Canadian federal prisons. 


I am not sure if the minister is aware, but there are many 
provincial institutions that are absolutely stretched to the max. I was 
interested to hear that part of the plan to deal with this is to give 
offenders longer sentences so that they can serve them in federal 
institutions. 


Is that the sum total of the government's plan to deal with 
overcrowding in provincial institutions or would it fairly compensate 
the provinces for the impact this would have on the provincial 
budgets by locking people up longer and putting more people away? 
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Hon. Vic Toews: Mr. Speaker, let us be clear: Every single 
province supports this legislation. These legislative provisions, 
including the Truth in Sentencing Act passed last year, were asked 
for and passed by provincial governments of every political stripe. 
Therefore, I suggest to those individuals who now stand up and 
pretend to be speaking on behalf of the provinces to ask their 
premiers what they said to us in terms of bringing this forward. 


In respect of two or three for one credits, lawyers were telling their 
clients to stay in remand to receive those credits so that once 
sentenced they would basically be free and out on the streets. The 
provincial authorities realized this was clogging up their system. For 
example, 70% of all prisoners in Manitoba were in remand. 


This legislation gives no incentive for offenders to remain in 
provincial institutions. Rather, they would go to trial quickly or plead 
guilty and receive sentencing so that appropriate programming could 
be delivered to these sentences. 
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I would advise the hon. member to ask his premier why that 
province supports this legislation. 


Mr. Mike Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the minister for his comments today and his efforts to put more 
police on the streets. 


I constantly hear from people in my riding their concerns about 
crime. There is a notion that crime is going down. I think it is going 
down because people are not reporting crime. They do not see the 
use in doing that. 


Statistics Canada reports increases in pornography, firearms, drug 
offences, criminal harassment and sexual assault. Could the minister 
talk about the efforts in the bill to specifically address those types of 
crimes? 


Hon. Vic Toews: Mr. Speaker, I note with some interest that 
members of the NDP laugh when we talk about the issue of crime. 
They think crime is funny. They may live in safe, secure, gated 
communities where they do not have to worry about that kind of 
thing but most people are concerned about crime. 


For example, in 2009, in Winnipeg, the violent stuff, sexual 
assaults, robbery and murder, jumped by 11%. That same category 
of crime in 2008 went up by 14%. That is 25% in those two years. It 
is no wonder that an NDP government came to us and asked if we 
could do something about the legislation. 


Those individuals who sit in the luxury of their seats here and 
perhaps in the luxury of Ottawa may be insulated from crime, or 
maybe not. Maybe they are insulated from the reality that their 
constituents are facing. Let them laugh, but it is their premiers who 
have been asking for this type of legislation. They should go back to 
their premiers and ask why they wanted this legislation and why we 
are bringing it forward. 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
touch on the comments we heard from the minister regarding the 
transfer of prisoners. 


Members may recall that the Americans sent us a diplomatic note 
on this issue, and the problem was inconsistency. The problem was 
that we were not doing our job here. This legislation will not help 
that. The Americans are telling us to take care of our own and we are 
saying no. 


The minister said that individuals would fulfill their sentence 
there, but there will be no supervision when they come back to 
Canada. People here are saying that this would make public safety 
worse, not better. 


I would like to hear the minister's comments on that. 
@ (1035) 


Hon. Vic Toews: Mr. Speaker, only a socialist would say that 
bringing a dangerous prisoner back to Canada and putting that 
individual back on the street would be great for public safety. 
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We are concerned about that relationship with the United States. I 
had a long conversation with the homeland ‘security secretary and 
she was not aware of the kind of prisoners the Americans were 
holding there. Prisoners spend 85% of their time doing federal time 
and, when they get federal time, as some prisoners might know, it is 
a long period of time, and they spend most of it down there. The 
reason they want to come back to Canada is that they can get out on 
parole after one-sixth or one-third of time spent and then they are 
back out on the street where they commit more offences and 
victimize more Canadians. 


Appropriate criteria is set out in the bill. I would point out that the 
Federal Court recently came out with a whole series of decisions 
saying that the minister has a broad degree of discretion in making 
these decisions. However, we want to put some more guidelines in 
place. This legislation would give the exact guidelines that the 
member is looking for. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the minister said that we do not understand crime. I was a victim of 
assault, so I understand the impact of crime. 


The government takes expert advice and hires expensive 
consultants for its financial information. Why does it continue to 
refuse to listen to experts who have refuted the effectiveness of 
mandatory sentences and continues to ignore the 20 year trend of 
decline in the crime rate? 


Hon. Vic Toews: Mr. Speaker, last year, there were 2.1 million 
reported crimes. Statistics Canada indicates that the rate of reported 
crimes is going down. Reported crimes dropped to about 31% from 
about 34%. 


The point is that many people have simply given up trying to deal 
with the justice system. What we are doing, as opposed to what the 
opposition is trying to do, is restoring faith in the criminal justice 
system. Every individual should be entitled to walk down the street , 
not just during the day but 24 hours a day. It is our right as 
Canadians. We have a right to be safe from criminals. 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to speak to what is a very complex, complicated bill that is 
actually being treated without the proper oversight from the 
government. 


We have heard from other members of the House the problem 
with the bill when it comes to the costs, which is something that is 
resonating from Canadians. As we hear, the financial crisis is getting 
worse. In fact, I believe the Minister of Finance right now is 
speaking to it just outside this place. We have a government that said 
that the priority would be the economy and yet, at the first 
opportunity to deal with the economy, what do we see? We see an 
omnibus bill, which is an ominous bill, that would pass down costs 
to provinces. 


Just yesterday, the Minister of Finance stood and, with great 
vitriol, said that the government would never do what the previous 
Liberal government had done, which was to push costs down to the 


provinces. Well, that is what this bill would do. Billions and billions 


of dollars in costs would be pushed down to the provinces, be it 
members' home provinces, or mine, right across the country. 
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What we do not see is the evidence as to why we need this 
legislation. What we have is the politics, which is what we have 
heard time and time again from the government. In fact, since 2006, 
it has been the brand of the government to get tough on crime, often 
waiting until the next election and the next election to bring in its 
legislation because it is also helpful to the Conservatives to 
manipulate’ this issue. 


There is a lot in the bill. I will touch on a couple of things that are 
important. I already touched on one in my question to the minister 
with regard to foreign affairs and the transfer of prisoners. I was 
interested in the minister's response when I asked him how he was 
dealing with the fact that we had a diplomatic note sent to us from 
the United States last year telling us that we needed to take care of 
the problem of Canadian citizens who are arrested in the United 
States. The United States told us that we were not taking care of 
them and that we needed to bring them back to our own country. 
What do we do? We outsource the problem to the United States in 
this case. 


The reciprocal is interesting. The United States has a convention 
and a policy that it does not let that happen. We created a diplomatic 
spat over an issue around whether we will take care of Canadian 
citizens who are arrested abroad. I could tell many other stories 
about the problems of Canadian citizens stranded abroad but I will 
save that for another day. 


The point is that, in this legislation, the minister stood just minutes 
ago and said that we should not worry about it because he would be 
given, as a minister, a lot of room to interpret and, therefore, be able 
to deal with the issue. The problem right now is the way in which the 
minister and the government are interpreting it. Canadians who are 
arrested in the United States are often left there, and there are 
inconsistencies. We have percentages from 14% of applications that 
are actually received and dealt with by the Americans, to upwards of 
62% over one year. In other words, there is a total inconsistency in 
the application for the transfer of prisoners. 


Why does that matter? The claim of the government is that this is 
about public safety. When prisoners finish their time in the United 
States, they then come back to Canada. We can talk about the 
situation of prisons there in a minute. However, if the government is 
concerned about public safety, there is no supervision of those 
prisoners after. The minister says that we should not worry because 
that will be taken care of, that at a time when the government is 
cutting services to do the actual supervision that is required. 


Here is the problem. We have the Americans coming to us with a 
diplomatic note, which, in Foreign Affairs, is substantive. They do 
not write diplomatic notes every day. It is when there is a problem 
that cannot be resolved between countries. A diplomatic notes raises 
the red flag to say that we are not doing enough. The response from 
the government is to basically ignore it and say that the American 
prisons are much tougher and we would rather they stay there. 
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The Conservatives have been in power since 2006 and it is saying 
that they would rather the prisoners stay in the United States because 
it is a better situation and we want them to stay there and, when they 
come back, they can just go out on the street without supervision. 
Talk about cognitive distance. We have it in front of us with this one 
example of transfer of prisoners. 


By the way, it is not just the NDP. I know that does not always sell 
with my friend across the way as a salient argument. We are talking 
about diplomats from the United States. We are talking about people 
who deal with the criminal justice system, the advocates and 
lawyers, who are saying that this is a real problem that we need to 
deal with, never mind the people who are trying to deal with crime 
prevention. The bill fails just on that one piece. It actually 
undermines our credibility internationally with our best friend and 
closest neighbour. 


I will turn to the issue of taking a stronger stance against 
perpetrators of terror, which is also in the bill. On the surface, I think 
we could all agree, it is important that there should be ways of 
dealing with anyone who is involved in or funding terrorism. It is 
about preventing terrorism but we have concerns with what the bill 
would do. We believe this is a valid issue that should be dealt with, 
no question, but there are some components in the bill that are 
worthy of putting out. 


The bill would create a cause of action that would allow victims of 
terrorism to sue individuals, organizations and terrorist entities in 
Canadian courts for loss or damage suffered as a result of terrorist 
acts as defined in the Criminal Code. Second, it amends the State 
Immunity Act to remove state immunity for states that are on a list of 
countries, established by cabinet, that have supported or currently 
support terrorism. The bill would allow victims to sue foreign states 
that are on the list. 


That sounds fine, and I would say there are some good things in 
that, but there are significant steps that we need to look at. There are 
a couple of concerns I want to underline because they are very 
serious. If we are going to do this, we need to do it right. 


The question is whether amending the State Immunity Act would 
cause retaliation against Canadians. What are the risks? I have not 
heard from government why it is limiting the cause of action to a 
certain list of states. This is where we have to focus in. If we just list 
certain states, then we are saying that it is open for others and we 
would be defining terrorism in a very limited way. That is where I 
think the bill needs some work. 


Also, there is the question of the merit in extending the cause of 
action created by the bill to victims in other forms of state violations, 
such as human rights and torture. Frankly, I would have liked to have 
seen us fold that in. I believe my colleague from the Liberal Party 
had legislation to amend the State Immunity Act. 


Right now a person can go after someone for economic cause and 
sue someone in another country, but if they have been tortured, they 
can not. We have had many cases in this country, the Mr. Arar case 
being one, where they cannot use our courts to seek justice. It is a 
human rights issue and it is an issue we need to take on. I have no 
idea why the government did not include it. 
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I was happy to support my colleague, the former justice minister 
in the Liberal government, who brought legislation forward to do 
that. It is sensible to amend the State Immunity Act for those 
Canadians who have had the unfortunate experience of being 
tortured by other governments and sometimes with the complicity 
and knowledge of our own government. It is absolutely critical that 
we do that. It is not in the bill and it should be. That is a failing facet 
of the bill. 


It is very interesting to hear the rationale for the omnibus bill. It is 
along the lines that the government believes it would deal with a 
perceived problem and sometimes a factual problem. The govern- 
ment's perceived problem is that crime is higher and is getting worse. 


Crime is in the eye of the beholder, of those who have suffered as 
victims, as my colleague said. However, the programs we have in 
place for reconstructive justice and reconciliation, sadly and 
bizarrely, are not being funded to the degree they should be. 


@ (1045) 


If we are serious about crime and serious about victims, then we 
have to be serious about funding those programs. Many of us have 
talked to victims and some of us are victims. The one thing victims 
want is justice, but there is no justice in using a hammer to whack a 
peanut. What we are talking about here is making sure there is justice 
for victims and making sure there is reconciliation. 


I attended a conference in California on HIV and the law, and what 
is happening in the United States. The spectacle right now is that 
Judges are forcing the State of California to release prisoners. Why? 
Because the “three strikes and you are out” policy and putting people 
in jail for drug crimes has failed. 


There is a consensus, with the exception of our friends across the 
way, that the approach used in the war on drugs was an abysmal 
failure. Why? Ask people like Newt Gingrich,. My goodness, I never 
thought I would use him for validation, but it turns out he is now. 
God bless him, Newt Gingrich now says not to do what they did 
because it is costly and ineffective. 


California has privatized its prisons. It has more prisoners than it 
can handle. Judges are forcing the state to release prisoners. 
California has absolutely no programs in the prisons to deal with 
treating addictions, which we all know is a major problem in our 
prisons and the U.S. prisons. What are we going to do? It turns out 
we are going to adopt its failed policy. 


I would plead with Canadians to hold their members of Parliament 
to account on this because it is going to cost us more. There is the 
economic argument regarding downloading all the costs to provinces 
which right now have difficulty withstanding the costs associated 
with education, health, et cetera. There is the question of justice. 
Does this work? The evidence is pretty clear in other jurisdictions 
that it does not. 
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Then there is the question of politics. I have sensed a change in 
this country around why governments and politicians are using 
issues as important as justice and criminal justice for political gain. 
We only need to look at the government's talking points. 
Government members are not citing evidence from peer-reviewed 
studies; they are saying they have received a mandate so it is a blank 
cheque and they can do what they want. 


It is very important that we look at this issue carefully. If the 
prisons are full of people who need help, they need to be given 
supports. Victims need justice, but we will not find it in the bill to the 
extent that it should be. 


We do see little parcels of politics, such as, if the government 
wants to give the notion that things are really bad, it says that it is 
going to crack down. It is going to make sure that judges are not 
allowed to look at the circumstances, and instead it will direct them. 
The government will make sure that more prisons are built because 
that is its idea of justice. The government will make sure in the 
transfer of prisoners to keep them in the United States because the 
U.S. is tougher on crime; or on something as important as the State 
Immunity Act, it will not fold in the whole issue when it comes to 
victims of torture and other human rights abuses. 


I wonder whether Canadians see in this legislation any change in 
politics that they were hoping to see, such as looking at the problem 


from an evidence-based point of view. If the evidence is such that. 


crime has changed, and I acknowledge that, the indications are it is 
lower. Let us look at how to prevent crime and get smart on crime. 
This tough on crime idea is to put people in jail for longer and bring 
in mandatory minimum sentences. To be smart on crime, which is 
the way to go, is to look at preventing crime. 


© (1050) 


In many of the downtown core ridings in many of the cities across 
the country, the programs to help youth at risk are themselves at risk. 
I am thinking of recreation programs, arts programs, access for kids 
from lower income families to things to which middle-class families 
and families of better means can afford to send their kids. These 
programs have been cut. 


Part of prevention is to make sure there is equity of access for 
kids. As a teacher who taught in a downtown school, I know what 
happens when kids do not have access to recreation, the arts, et 
cetera. They are given fewer choices and less opportunity. If we 
invested more of our dollars into prevention and opportunity for our 
kids, we would not have to worry about what will happen later in 
their lives. We would be able to prevent crime. 


It goes without saying that when we look at prevention and 
reconciliation in the case of victims, we would be able to deal with 
crime in a strategic way, not a political way. Over the last couple of 
years, the framework that has been set in this country is that we will 
deal with crime in an overtly political way, which is unfortunate. It is 
unfortunate for victims. It is unfortunate for those who for many 
different reasons find themselves before the criminal justice system. 


I want to finish my comments by underlining something that is a 
crisis in the United States, but we must not be arrogant because we 
have a similar problem and challenge. There is a disproportionate 
number of African Americans in the U.S. prison system. That is not 
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news. It is a disturbing trend that has been going on for many years. 
We must not be arrogant about it in our country, because we have a 
similar challenge, and that is the disproportionate number of first 
nations people in our prisons. 


Like many members in this place, I was very proud when we 
acknowledged the issue of what happened in the residential schools. 


. That acknowledgement was a proud moment for Canada, but what 


did those words mean? If there is a disproportionate number of first 
nations, aboriginal and Inuit people in our prisons and we have not 
acknowledged why they are there, we are simply treating them in the 
same manner as is happening in the United States, as people who 
broke the law and let us just send them to jail. We have not only 
failed in terms of dealing with the situation on the ground, but we 
also have turned our backs to the spirit of what that reconciliation 
was supposed to be about in the House of Commons a couple of 
years ago. 


On the issue of crime and justice, we need more justice. We need 
more prevention. We need to make sure that we honour our treaties 
with our allies in the United States. When it comes to looking at the 
State Immunity Act and making sure that we acknowledge that it: 
needs to be amended, we have to take in the issue of torture, we have 
to take in the issue of human rights. If we do not do that, then we will 
have failed in that opportunity as well. 


I hope Canadians will get in touch with their members of 
Parliament regarding what the government is doing on this issue. 
The costs are financial. This is about dealing with an issue which all 
Canadians are seized with, but doing it in an intelligent manner, 
based on evidence and making sure we take what I believe is an 
overtly political agenda out of an extremely important issué. We 
need to deal with it in a sensible manner for all of our citizens and all 
our constituents. 


@ (1055) 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
congratulate my colleague on a good speech and a good analysis 
of the bill. 


He touched upon the cost of the bill. We have had some 
discussion about that. There is also the cost of not doing crime 
prevention. 


Crime prevention is critical to lowering the rates and making sure 
people get back on the right track for those who had committed small 
crimes. I used to run a youth program, and we had a 90% success 
rate when there was intervention. They had a job. They had hope and 
opportunity. They went back to school. 
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I want to ask the member a specific question in terms of crime 
prevention. Windsor has the largest border crossing in Canada and 
North America, and our customs facility is being moved to Fort Erie, 
nearly 400 kilometres away. Customs officers will have to phone 
someone 400 kilometres away to see whether they should move on 
suspicion of drugs, guns and smuggling, which are the tools for 
organized crime, tools that inflict a lot of serious problems on 
people. 


That move was motivated by the possibility of cutting a couple of 
million dollars. There will be a cut of a couple of million dollars and 
that greater intrusion. 


Mr. Paul Dewar: Mr. Speaker, it goes without saying that if we 
are to be smart on crime, we have to invest in the right places, but the 
government cut in an area where there is a huge need for more 
resources. 


If we are going to be smart on crime, we have to ensure there is 
the requisite supervision of our borders. 


The member is absolutely right. A huge issue is guns coming over 
the border and we must prevent that. The NDP has called for more 
resources for the border to be smart on crime. The best way to deal 
with lowering crime rates is to prevent crime. One way is to ensure 
there are more resources on the border. The notion that officials at 
the border have to call someone 400 kilometres away to take action 
speaks to the lack of logic in the government's action. 


Why is the government doing something that would further inflict 
problems— 


The Speaker: Order. I will have to stop the member, but he will 
have eight minutes to conclude his period of questions and 
comments at some later time. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


NEW BRUNSWICK SENIOR BASEBALL CHAMPIONSHIP 


Mrs. Tilly O'Neill Gordon (Miramichi, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
stand in the House today to salute the Chatham Ironmen on winning 
the New Brunswick senior baseball championship for 2011. The 
team defeated the Fredericton Royals in a 3-2 thriller to take the best- 
of-seven series four games to two. This is the Chatham Ironmen's 
10th provincial title, and all in Miramichi are so proud of the team. It 
will now represent the province of New Brunswick at the senior 
nationals in Prince George, B.C., in August 2012. Also, Miramichi 
can be proud of having both the senior and junior Ironmen as 
baseball champions for 2011. 


Congratulations to all the players for an excellent season, with 
special mention of Greg Morris, long-time coach; Daryl Matthews, 
manager; Ronnie Hardy and Terry Leggatt, assistant coaches; and 
Ronnie McCormack, trainer, as well as the fans and volunteers. 


Good luck in British Columbia, boys. Go, Ironmen, go. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1335 


Statements by Members 


@ (1100) 


STEEL INDUSTRY 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, there is perhaps no greater evidence of the government's 
failure on the economy in communities across the country than the 
silent steel mill of the former Stelco in Hamilton. 


When the government approved this takeover by U.S. Steel, a 
promise was made to protect jobs. We see exactly the opposite 
happening. 


Hundreds of families are losing a breadwinner, and economic 
hardship is being felt by families throughout the region because the 
government has failed to act to ensure that U.S. Steel keeps its word. 
Nine hundred Stelco workers have been locked out for nearly a year 
because the government is refusing to do what it takes to make 
companies live up to their commitments. These workers and Stelco 
pensioners are being held hostage by Stelco because of the 
government's bad deal. 


EI benefits will soon run out. The government must do what is 
right and extend these benefits and, most importantly, push the 
company to keep its word. New Democrats stand in solidarity with 
U.S. Steel workers and with the community. We will continue to 
speak out until the locks are removed and the workers are able to get 
back to work. 


WILLIAM GEORGE LESICK 


Mr. Peter Goldring (Edmonton East, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we 
pause today in tribute to a former member of the House of Commons 
who recently passed away. Born in Alberta of immigrant Ukrainian 
parents, this man contributed to his province and to his country with 
great distinction in a way that can be best described as truly 
honourable. 


He served Canada in World War II in Europe, helping liberate 
Holland with the 4th Princess Louise Dragoon Guards. He owned 
and managed the Beverly Pharmacy. He was elected and served as 
member of Parliament for Edmonton East and then served as 
citizenship judge. As a member of the Royal Canadian Legion, . 
Norwood Branch, he chaired the Remembrance Day parade at the 
Beverly cenotaph for many years. 


William George Lesick was a war veteran, a member of 
Parliament, pharmacist, judge, recipient of the Queen's Jubilee 
Medal and friend. Bill Lesick, respected for his service to his country 
in war and peace, will be greatly missed by his family and his many 
friends. 


We will not forget. 
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LIBRARY OF PARLIAMENT RESEARCH BRANCH 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, through 
retirement we are losing one of the best from the Library of 
Parliament's research branch. John Christopher has provided 
distinguished service to senators, members of the House, and a 
variety of parliamentary committees for more than four decades. 


John's special expertise was on a full range of transportation 
issues. I cannot even imagine the number of transport committees 
and topics he has attended to: the Crow rate, the WGTA, railway 
reviews, airlines, air transport strikes, shipping. If we just name it, he 
has seen it all. 


From a personal perspective, John's service to the Canada-U.S. 
Inter-Parliamentary Group was beyond the call of duty. His research, 
advice and documentation of cross-border issues has been superb. 
His calm presence and cordiality were greatly appreciated by 
legislators of both countries. 


On behalf of us all, a sincere thanks for a job well done. 


Sou 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Leon Benoit (Vegreville—Wainwright, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the Canadian Wheat Board issue is a rights issue. When the 
Canadian Wheat Board was established 90 years ago, it was created 
respecting the right of farmers to choose to market their grain 
through the board or not. There was no monopoly. This right was 
removed in 1942-1943 under the War Measures Act to get cheap 
grain to feed the war effort in Europe. Sadly, this monopoly was not 
removed after the war ended. It is unbelievable but true. 


Justice was restored years ago for farmers in eastern Canada, but 
not the west. Our Conservative government is about to change that 
and will reinstate the fundamental rights of western wheat and grain 
farmers by ending this monopoly. The Wheat Board will be returned 
to its original form, which is that of a marketing agency that farmers 
can choose to use or not. 


No one else should choose for western farmers, and from now on, 
no one will. 


@ (1105) 


WORLD CARFREE DAY 


Ms. Isabelle Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I stand today to voice my support for World Carfree 
Day. This event takes place in over 2,000 cities across the world and 
represents an ever-growing phenomenon of increased environmental 
awareness. 


In my riding in Lachine, Piché Street was closed yesterday to 
mark the event. Over 150 people took part, including students from 
six different primary school classes. This day focuses on the 
importance of public transport, bicycling and walking as ways to 
ensure environmental sustainability. This is the time to reflect on our 
use and overuse of the planet's finite resources. 


These ecological arguments are powerful, but let us not forget that 
they are only one side of the coin. Let us use the experience of this 
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day and seize this opportunity to invest in our public transport 
systems and make our cities greener, healthier and happier, and to 
allow Canada to live up to its potential as an environmental leader on 
the global stage. 


Congratulations to all people today who did not use cars. 


FLOODS IN SASKATCHEWAN 


Mr. Ed Komarnicki (Souris—Moose Mountain, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, once again I would like to acknowledge the constituents of 
Souris—Moose Mountain who have suffered loss or damage due to 
excessive moisture and flooding. Initially there was shock, and then 
frustration and anxiety. I know it can be heart-wrenching to see one's 
home suffer the ravages of flooding, to not be able to put in one's 
crop or to have access roads covered by water. 


At the same time, I am pleased to say that we as a government had 
an immediate response by way of the provincial disaster assistance 
program, crop insurance, a federal—provincial top-up of $30 per acre, 
including the ability for farmers and ranchers to defer their income 
from cattle sales. When natural disasters strike, we are there to help. 


Many constituents of Souris—Moose Mountain have asked for 
this response, and I am pleased to say that this government acted and 
delivered. With time, the resilience of our constituents will prevail, 
and we will continue to be the economic leaders in Saskatchewan 
and Canada that we are destined to be. 


HAE 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Mark Adler (York Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, tomorrow, 
rather than joining Israel at the negotiation table, the Palestinian 
Authority will submit a written request for independent statehood at 
the United Nations. Should it be recognized, it would be the first 
time in global history that a borderless state will be declared. 


I stand in support of our government's long-standing position that 
the only solution to the current conflict is negotiation between the 
two parties. A unilateral Palestinian bid for statehood only serves to 
undermine this process by circumventing Israel as a relevant party. 
Israel has a right to be recognized as a Jewish state and to exist 
within safe and secure borders. As the Iranian ambassador to Egypt 
remarked, the Palestinians’ push for full membership as a UN 
member state is “a step towards wiping out Israel”. 


I urge the Palestinian Authority to return to talks to conclude a 
framework agreement on all final status issues. Our Prime Minister 
has taken a clear stand at the UN to reject this UDI. 
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I call on members of this House to join our government to 
condemn this unilateral action. Members should be prepared to 
consider all options. 


ee * 


ECOLOGY ACTION CENTRE 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate the Ecology Action Centre on its 40th anniversary of 
dedicated environmental championship. 


The EAC has achieved many things during the last four decades, 
from preventing the construction of a nuclear plant to a ban on aerial 
spraying of chemical pesticides and from a moratorium on uranium 
mining to the active and safe routes to school program. 


These successes and many more have been acknowledged with 
the 2009 Arthur Kroeger Award for public affairs. 


The EAC is home to its own Tarred Duck Award, “presented to a 
group or individual who has caused egregious or widespread damage 
to the environment”. The proud laureate of 2007 was our own Prime 
Minister. 


The EAC celebrated its anniversary with an unprecedented 40 
days of action, with daily events ranging from giving cakes to local 
environmental groups to the EAC's very own superhero squad, the 
Green Avengers, taking on the Bluenose Marathon. By the 
commitment and creativity of its own people, the EAC has reminded 
everybody that “action” is its middle name. 


kK*K* 
| Translation | 


THE ECONOMY 


M. Bernard Trottier (Etobicoke—Lakeshore, PCC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to announce that, once again, our 
Conservative government has proven that we remain focused on 
what matters to Canadians: creating jobs and promoting economic 
growth. 


The figures released by Statistics Canada this morning indicate 
that the number of people receiving regular employment insurance 
benefits fell by 22% compared to July 2010. That number has been 
dropping for 10 consecutive months now. The number of Canadians 
filing an initial or renewal claim dropped by 3% compared to the 
same time last year. 


This is because nearly 600,000 jobs have been created since July 
2008, including 29,000 full-time jobs in August alone. This only 
proves, once again, that Canadians made the right choice during the 
last election when they chose our low-tax plan for job creation. 


Ke ROS 
@ (1110) 


REVITALIZATION OF SMALL MUNICIPALITIES 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to talk about something that is very important to my region and 
to me: the decline of our villages and the urgent need for 
Government of Canada support so that they can take charge of their 
development. 
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Among the nine municipalities in my riding, two are devitalized: 
Petit-Saguenay and Rivière-Éternité. They each have less than 800 
inhabitants and their populations are declining. Their people are also 
aging, and their financial and administrative capacities are limited. 


Small municipalities across Canada are our most precious jewels. 
They are not asking to be rescued by the federal government. They 
are asking for support for their various revitalization projects. 


The gas tax fund transfers to the municipalities are not a miracle 
solution when the village gas station is contemplating closing down. 


The Government of Canada must keep these villages alive by 
financially supporting their revitalization projects. 


I am calling on the government not to forget small municipalities, 
which have the lowest demographic weight. If they disappear, 
important pieces of Canada's history will disappear with them. 


ke * 
[English] 


JUSTICE 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday the NDP, led by the member for Surrey North, 
criticized the Safe Streets and Communities Act. He even stated that 
it was unfair that we are seeking to limit the ability of criminals to 
get pardons. Sadly, out of touch statements like that are not 
surprising from the official opposition. 


The Safe Streets and Communities Act is reasonable and tough, 
and it is what Canadian gave us a mandate to do. For example, it 
stops those who have committed sexual offences against children 
from getting pardons. 


On this side of the House, we believe that often, while a criminal's 
jail term may end, the suffering caused to his or her victirns lasts a 
lifetime. Canadians have been clear: it is unacceptable to ever forget 
the harm that child molesters have caused to their victims. 


I call on the NDP members to finally put the rights of law-abiding 
Canadians ahead of the rights of convicted criminals and support the 
Safe Streets and Communities Act. It is not too late for them to come 
to their senses. 


KKK 


WORLD CARFREE DAY 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, today 
is World Carfree Day, a day to encourage people to get out of their 
cars and cycle, run, walk or take public transit. It is about promoting 
awareness of alternative forms of transportation, providing an 
opportunity to break the normal pattern of behaviour, highlighting 
the public health benefits of active lifestyles and participating in 
dialogue about the future of our cities. 


In Canada, as Canadians travel to school, work or the local store, 
they should join in solidarity with almost 40 countries and 2,000 
cities and towns in thinking about our cities and how they should 
grow and develop. 
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Oral Questions 


If alternative transport was easy today, tomorrow Canadians 
should question whether they need to drive two minutes down the 
road for milk, or whether a walk might be a better, healthier choice. 


Let us think about intergenerational and moral responsibility. We 
must protect the endless future instead of serving the fleeting 
present. 


we oe 


FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Portage—Lisgar, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
exactly one year ago today, the House voted on Bill C-391, a bill that 
would have ended the wasteful and ineffective long gun registry. 


Instead of representing their voters' wishes, NDP and Liberal MPs 
turned their backs on their constituents that day and voted to keep 
the registry. Rather than joining our Conservative government in 
supporting measures to put those who use firearms to commit crimes 
behind bars, they stood up for a registry that targets law-abiding 
hunters, farmers and sport shooters. 


Our Conservative government has been absolutely clear about its 
position. We have to abolish the long gun registry and focus our 
resources on real criminals. 


Thankfully, much has changed in the House in the last year. On 
May 2 Canadians gave our Conservative government a strong 
mandate to focus on their priorities, which includes ending the long 


gun registry. 


Canadians can rest assured that we will deliver on our promise and 
that their Conservative MPs will represent their views in the House. 
We will end the long gun registry once and for all. 


KR * 
@ (1115) 


STATUS OF WOMEN 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan (Scarborough—Rouge River, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, over one billion people on the planet live in extreme 
poverty. Of these people, 70% are women and girls, representing the 
poorest of the poor. 


In many regions of the world, girls face unique barriers to survival 
and development simply because they are girls. They are more likely 
to suffer from malnutrition, to be denied access to education, to be 
forced into child marriages, to be subject to violence and to be 
victims of slave labour or trafficking. 


On March 24, 2011, a motion was unanimously passed in the 
House declaring that Canada would lead the effort to have the United 
Nations declare September 22 as the international day of the girl. 


An international day of the girl would focus the world's attention 
on the importance of girls' rights. It would serve as a foundation for 
advocacy to ensure that girls get the investment and recognition they 
deserve, not only as citizens but as powerful agents of change. 


Today, September 22, I stand with my colleagues to pay tribute to 
the girls in our lives, the girls of our great nation and the girls across 
the globe. 


DURBAN 


Mr. Garry Breitkreuz (Yorkton—Melville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to condemn the events taking place to mark the 10th 
anniversary of the adoption of the Durban declaration. This event 
will be used as a platform to single out and demonize Israel, and it 
will be used to spread anti-Semitic views to a global audience. 


I am proud that Canada was the first nation to withdraw from 
Durban II and that Canada is joining 13 other democracies in not 
participating in the Durban III hatefest. That is why the Minister of 
Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism is speaking at the 
Perils of Global Intolerance Conference in New York this afternoon, 
to make our government's position clear to the world. 


Canada is committed to the fight against racism. That is why 
Canada does not, and will not, support the Durban III charade, 
whose agenda has been usurped by some who seek to promote 
racism rather than combat it. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government's inability to effectively manage the economy puts 
Canada at greater risk of a recession. The markets are tanking. 
Scotiabank, Moody's and the IMF have issued serious warnings to 
the government. Unfortunately, the Conservatives are not heeding 
these warnings. They refuse to see that there is a difference between 
spending and investing. It is time to invest. It is not time to cut 
services. 


When will the Prime Minister realize this? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this analysis is completely false. I was in New York, and the 
reality is that the world has great confidence in Canada. However, 
economic uncertainty is on the rise everywhere in the world as a 
result of certain difficulties, particularly the sovereign debt of certain 
countries. Today, Prime Minster Cameron and I put out a letter 
encouraging world leaders to act in a way that will allow us to 
continue the global economic recovery. 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, cuts to 
public services this year and next year will account for approxi- 
mately 1% of the GDP. The IMF is saying that cuts of this order will 
have the same negative effect on the economy. In short, the cuts the 
Conservatives are making to public services will make a recession 
even more likely. 


The Governor of the Bank of Canada is saying that the 
government can help the economy by making strategic investments. 
Why is the government doing the opposite? 
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Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Leader of the Opposition's statements are completely 
false. The reality is that we are trying to save a modest amount of 
money while making major targeted investments in the Canadian 
economy to encourage long-term growth. We still have a very 
stimulating economic policy, a tax policy. This government will 
continue to manage the economy in a way that has been praised 
around the world. 


@ (1120) 
[English] 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservatives are refusing to acknowledge Canada's economic 
challenges. Economists say that the real unemployment rate, which 
is all Canadians who would work if there were jobs for them, is up to 
11%. That is almost two million unemployed Canadians. Today we 
learned that less than one in three qualify for EI. 


Where is the plan to get people back to work? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, notwithstanding the fact that unemployment remains too 
high, the world knows that Canada has one of the best employment 
job creation records in the industrialized world. I always appreciate 
ideas from the opposition to improve that, but good ideas do not 
include raising debt and raising taxes, as that party advocates. 


Today, Prime Minister Cameron, I and other world leaders have 

put out a letter encouraging those leaders around the world, who are 

in countries that are encouraging global economic uncertainty, to act 
in a way that will allow us to continue the economic recovery. 


The world has great confidence in the policies we are following in 
Canada. We need to see more of that around the world. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the government prefers to boast about doing better than Greece 
rather than helping the two million unemployed in this country. 
There is no shortage of projects in which we could invest and create 
Jobs. The Champlain Bridge is a perfect example. 


The Minister of Finance knows that investments in infrastructure 
yield five times the benefits of corporate tax reductions. So what is 
the government waiting for? 


[English] 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the government did not wait. We acted and we acted 
quickly. 


After we took government, we paid down $37 billion in debt. That 
is what put us in the position where we could stimulate the economy. 
What happened with that stimulus? Our country has 600,000 more 
people working now because of our economic action plan. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
two million Canadians who want to work cannot. That represents 
tens of billions of dollars in lost wages and spending in our domestic 
economy. That is a tragedy for those families and a real drag on our 
economy. Putting these Canadians back to work is just the sort of 
measure that would help solve the government's deficit problem. 
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Experts and economists agree with the opposition. Why is the 
government so resistant to sound economic logic? Why is it refusing 
to act? 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, excuse me for confusing sound economic policy with 
anything the NDP puts forward. That is not exactly the case. In fact, 
as the Prime Minister has just said, unemployment rates are still too 
high, but they are 1% below the United States. We put money into 
this economy to create jobs and that is what is important to 
Canadians. We continue on job creation and the economy. That is 
our main focus to ensure that as many Canadians who want to work 
can have a job. 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Prime 
Minister and the Minister of Finance have both said that if 
circumstances seem to change from where they were at the time of 
the budget, they will show flexibility, they will show a willingness to 
re-engage on job creation and to re-engage on what needs to happen 
in the economy. 


Could the Prime Minister tell me just exactly what it will take to 
convince the government that in fact circumstances are changing and 
that now is the time to react to the circumstances about which he has 
talked? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the government is not only engaged in the economy, it is 
our principal priority. That is why Canada has one of the best job 
creation records in the industrialized world. 


Obviously we are concerned about developments and we always 
look for useful ideas from everyone in terms of how to move our 
economy forward. I would encourage the leader of the Liberal Party 
to suggest some of those ideas. After all, the Liberals just ran an 
election campaign without a single important thing in terms of an 
economic platform. 


® (1125) 


[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we will 
make a very specific suggestion: that, in the North American security 
perimeter negotiations, the government promote Canadian interests 
and seek assurances that the “Buy American” initiative will not 
discriminate against Canadian companies. It will result in job losses 
and be very detrimental to the Canadian economy. 


What is the Prime Minister going to do to ensure that Canadian 
interests are protected? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, negotiations about the perimeter are negotiations about our 
access to the American economy. It is the same thing that the Liberal 
Party leader is asking for. I urge the Liberal Party to support this very 
important initiative to guarantee that we have access to the American 
market. 
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[English] 
NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we now know, with great regret, that the 
Minister of National Defence ordered his search and rescue 
helicopter to pick him up from his vacation on the Gander River. The 
response, “It was a demonstration of their capabilities”. Even the 
Conservatives are laughing at that one. 


He feels that he is entitled to use vital life-saving equipment for 
his own personal limousine, and we would like for him to answer to 
it. 


The Prime Minister has suggested that the Chief of the Defence 
Staff pay back the money for his personal flights. Will the Minister 
of National Defence do the same, pay back the $16,000 and 
apologize? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, with respect to the question from the hon. member, I was in 
fact in Gander in July of 2010, on a personal visit with friends for 
which I paid. Three days into the visit I participated in a search and 
rescue demonstration with 103 Squadron of 9 Wing Gander. I 
shortened my stay by a day to take part in that demonstration and 
later flew on to do government business in Ontario. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we are all 
shocked to learn that the Minister of National Defence sees his 
country's military equipment as his own personal chauffeur service. 


The government is paying consultants to tell it how to save 
money, but the Minister of National Defence used a helicopter, 
which should be on standby for search and rescue, to pick him up 
from a personal fishing trip. This helicopter was ordered on the day 
by his office in Ottawa. 


How can the minister possibly justify such an inappropriate use of 
public funds? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I think I just explained that I shortened a personal visit to 
take part in a search and rescue demonstration in Gander. 


Had any emergency requirement arisen that would have required 
search and rescue assets, they would have of course been 
immediately diverted. 


As the member would know, having participated in the 
parliamentary program with the Canadian Forces, members of 
Parliament, in fact 20 including himself, took part in search and 
rescue activities in the past. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, being 
picked up at a cost of $16,000 from a fishing camp is not the way to 
learn how search and rescue helicopters operate. 


Average Canadians are being told to tighten their belts, but when it 


comes to the minister and his department's use of military aircraft, : 


money is apparently no object. 


How can we count on this minister to provide leadership on this 
issue when he himself treats a search and rescue helicopter as private 
transportation? 
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Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am very proud of the work of the Canadian Forces, 
particularly those who take part in search and rescue. 


Canada has a rescue area of responsibility of over 18 million 
square kilometres of land and sea, the size of continental Europe. 
Our Canadian Forces and Coast Guard partners respond to more than 
8,000 incidents every year, tasking military aircraft for over 1,100 
cases, and in fact save on average 1,200 lives each and every year. 


I think that as Minister of National Defence I should familiarize 
myself at every opportunity with the important work of those who 
perform these daily heroics. 


@ (1130) 


[ Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this Conservative government is planning to make cuts to 
the Department of National Defence, but it is clear that those at the 
top will not be affected. While the minister and his staff are 
gallivanting around the country at taxpayers' expense, departmental 
staff are being shown the door. 


Can the minister tell the House that it will not just be employees 
who have to tighten their belts? 


[English] 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I said, I am very proud of the work of the Canadian 
Forces. I have observed the work they do in Operation Nanook in the 
Arctic. I have observed search and rescue activities. I have observed 
live fire operations, as have members of the opposition who take part 
in the parliamentary Canadian Forces program. ~ 


I can confirm that all government departments are looking at their 
departments for efficiencies, as Canadians would expect them to do, 
as Canadians and businesses themselves are doing. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I have some advice for the government on how to save 
money, and I will not be charging $90,000 a day. It should start by 
reducing the spending of its own ministers. The Prime Minister of 
the United Kingdom takes commercial flights when visiting other 
leaders, as he did recently to visit President Obama. 


Why do our ministers not walk the talk by cutting their wasteful 
and extravagant spending, such as the Minister of National Defence's 
use of a search and rescue helicopter for personal travel? 


[English] 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the parliamentary program put on by the Canadian Forces 
every year has the enthusiastic participation of members of 
Parliament, including members of the opposition. 


I note that the member for Abitibi—Témiscamingue took part this 
year in the program that was put on by the air force. I suspect she 
may have availed herself of a Canadian Forces asset at that time. 
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This is a great opportunity for members of Parliament to see first- 
hand the important, critical, life-saving work that the men and 
women in uniform perform each and every day on behalf of our 


country. 


eK SK, 


G8 SUMMIT 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the fact that the Muskoka minister was able to divert $50 million in 
border infrastructure to be spent on dubious spending in his riding 
certainly gave him enormous political clout in the region. It may 
have even helped secure an election, which would be why he was 
setting up his meetings in the middle of the campaign. 


Will the minister confirm to this House whether or not he used his 
new-found power and clout to offer anyone a job related to the G8? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is incorrect. As I have 
said in the past in this House, the facts have not changed. The 
minister said that the infrastructure money and all the money was 
spent wisely, and under budget for the people of that riding. It was 
money very well spent and that is good news in that region. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I appreciate the song and dance, but this is not a foreign affairs 
intervention. This is a question regarding the credibility of a minister. 


I would like to ask the minister, when he was the minister of 
health he sent an email to a friend who asked if he would like to be 
retained by the town. The minister then contacted the mayor who 
said he would get on it right away. The Muskoka member replied 
“good stuff”. 


Will the minister stand in the House and tell us whether or not he 
thinks this kind of pork barrel, backroom politics is an ethical way to 
run government? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I do not understand why the 
opposition will not listen to the good news that was coming out from 
there. The whole project came in under $5 million. That is quite 
substantial. It was done. The Auditor General has looked at it and 
given a recommendation. Let us move on. It was a good project, let 
us move on. 


[Translation] 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives thought that it was a good idea to 
offer $90,000 a day on a silver platter to a consulting firm with 
annual revenues of over $3 billion. Let us be clear: this $20 million 
of public money that is going into the pockets of Deloitte is 
equivalent to the operating budget of the Club des petits déjeuners du 
Québec for two years. 


Do the Conservatives at least realize how out of touch they are 
with the priorities and needs of the people? 
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@ (1135) 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, private sector advice is a 
key part of our plan to ensure that Canada does not experience the 
economic and financial problems that other countries in the world 
are experiencing. 


[English] 


It is important to seek advice, not only from the public service but 
also from private sector experts. We are proud of that. We are proud 
of the fact that this government focuses on the real issues: jobs for 
Canadians, economic recovery. That is what we focus on and that is 
what the opposition should focus on as well. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, thanks to the Conservatives' enlightening explanations, 
we have learned that for every $1 spent on consulting, we expect to 
save $200. The way they see it, the more we spend, the more we 
save. That is not really a logic that I would suggest to Canadian 
families right now. The reality is that with this amount of money, we 
could create 450 good jobs that would guarantee good public 
services. 


Today we learned that at Public Works and Government Services 
Canada alone, consulting fees have doubled and have reached $1.8 
billion. 


Has the government lost all control over public spending? 


Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as the Minister of Finance 
said yesterday, for every $1 of spending on outside experts, we 
expect $200 of savings. 


[English] 


It is important that we get that outside advice. It is important that 
we focus on finding savings, so that we can still be an economy and 
country that other countries look to for leadership. Our Prime 
Minister provides leadership not only to this country but worldwide 
economic leadership and that is because we keep our eye on the ball, 
unlike the opposition. 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, $90,000 a 
day for consultants. The citizens of Toronto have seen this movie 
before and they know what happens when private consultants are 
hired to find cuts. Toronto paid millions for its consultant report and 
now arts, recreation centres, child care, transit, even public health are 
on the chopping block. 


We know that members of the government, including the Prime 
Minister, are good buddies with Toronto's slash and burn mayor. The 
question is, what kind of essential services are on the chopping block 
for the government? 
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Hon. Tony Clement (President of the Treasury Board and 
Minister for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for 
Northern Ontario, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have a strong mandate 
from the people of Canada. They want a government to spend within 
its means. They want to make sure that essential, good services 
delivered by the Government of Canada continue to be delivered in 
an efficient and effective manner. That is our mandate from the 
people of Canada. 


We do not want to raise taxes. We do not want to have the kind of 
spending programs that the opposition members have. We want to 
deliver high quality services to Canadians and spend within our 
means. That is our mandate. 


*** 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Mr. Scott Andrews (Avalon, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, once again, the 
defence minister has blatantly abused his position by using a search 
and rescue helicopter as a taxi service. While the minister supports 
slamming the door on the search and rescue sub-centre in St. John's, 
he did not mind calling upon a search and rescue helicopter to bring 
home his fresh catch from his personal fishing trip. 


Now we learn the minister took a two-hour, $20,000 jaunt aboard 
a Challenger jet, just one day before the last federal election 
campaign, to make a political announcement. 


One MP used to say, “Burning jet fuel in the Challenger making 
phony announcements [is wrong]”. Who said that? The current 
defence minister . 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I do not know what a member from Newfoundland has 
against fishing. 


With respect to the question of the trip to Gander, I have already 
explained I was there on a personal trip that I paid for myself. I cut 
the trip short to take part in a search and rescue demonstration. I 
went on to make a government announcement later that day. 


With respect to Canadian Forces assets, members of Parliament 
from all parties have taken part in the Canadian Forces parliamentary 
program, which is a wonderful opportunity to showcase the 
incredible work that is done by our men and women in uniform. 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Con- 
servative government has been caught, yet again, unable to justify 
sole sourcing its contract for new jet fighters. 


. Despite repeated assertions that Canada needs a fifth generation 
fighter and that the F-35 is the only jet to meet those specifications, 
the government did not bother waiting to review complete F-18 
Super Hornet specs. 


Fifth generation is merely a U.S. trademark of Lockheed Martin, 
not a guarantee of suitability. 


Why will the Conservative government not serve both our forces 
and taxpayers by holding an open competition for the best fighter 
jet? 
© (1140) 

Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, in 2001 Canada participated in the extensive 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 22, 2011 


and rigorous U.S.-led competition process where the two bidders 
developed and completed prototype aircraft. Partner nations were 
engaged during the competitive process. This led to the selection of 
Lockheed Martin as its partner at the joint strike fighter 
manufacturing of our F-35 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, for months now the government has been saying that the 
price per plane for the F-35 is $75 million. 


In light of statements made yesterday, the cost must have gone up 
to at least $125 million per plane. This leaves less than $1 billion for 
engines, spare parts, training, maintenance, initial suite of weapons, 
and everything else. The numbers just do not add up. 


In light of these new figures, would the Minister of National 
Defence now agree that the Parliamentary Budget Officer and the 
Congressional budget officer were right all along? 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canada needs military aircraft in order to 
protect our sovereignty. The current CF-18s must be replaced. We 
have budgeted $9 billion to purchase F-35s. 


Let me be clear. In the last election, Canadians gave our 
government a strong mandate to ensure that the brave men and 
women of the Canadian armed forces have the tools they need to do 
their job, and come home safe and sound at the end of their — 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. There continues to be far too much 
noise from that end of the chamber, so I am going to ask members 
down there to pay respect to their colleagues that is due when they 
are answering a question. 


The hon. member for Brossard—La Prairie. 


XX *% 


TAXATION 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the minister claimed that many of the allegations of fraud 
at the Canadian Revenue Agency date back “more than a decade”. 


If allegations date back so long, why are we only hearing about 
them now? The CRA needs to be a credible and trusted agency by all 
Canadians, not a safe haven for fraudsters. 


Could the minister tell this House why the government was sitting 
on its hands, without conducting a proper investigation? 


Hon. Gail Shea (Minister of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the government has been conducting proper investigations 
and the government is co-operating fully with the RCMP into these 
matters. 


We do appreciate this is a very serious issue. We will not tolerate 
the types of activities that have been alleged. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians are sick of seeing this government blame its predecessors. 
The Conservatives can certainly ask Canadians to tighten their belts, 
but the least they can do in return is ensure that public funds are 
managed responsibly and transparently. 


In light of what is happening at the Canada Revenue Agency, why 
is the minister waiting for the RCMP to investigate before taking real 
steps to reassure the public? 


[English] 


Hon. Gail Shea (Minister of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this matter is in the hands of the RCMP. 


As I did say, many of these allegations date back more than a 
decade. Some of them are now going through the court process and 
that is why we are reading about them in the media. 


I can assure the House that the RCMP and officials at CRA are co- 
operating fully, and this matter is being investigated. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, a 
tightening of the tax fraud sanctions by the United States will have 
an impact on one million Canadians. Only a small fraction of people 
with dual citizenship are aware of these requirements. Law-abiding 
citizens who are unaware of the new rules should not be treated as 
fraudsters. 


What is the government planning on doing to ensure that 
Canadians are well informed? 


[English] 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we are concerned with this implication on Canadians. The 
finance minister has raised that concern directly with his counterpart 
in the United States and strongly expressed our frustration with 
Canadians being put in this place. We know it is a longstanding act 
but most Canadians were not aware of their obligations. 


@ (1145) 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the new 
U.S. rules also require all Canadian financial institutions to disclose 
the personal financial information of Canadian and U.S. citizens 
directly to the IRS. This will be a costly process that will 
compromise privacy obviously. The bank account of a pensioner 
in Canada should not be treated the same way as a bank account of a 
tax evader in the Cayman Islands. 


Will the minister engage with the U.S. government to ensure the 
privacy of everyday Canadians is protected? 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, that is what the finance minister has actually done. He made 
sure that our American counterparts were aware of the frustrations 
and the concern that this did provide to seniors whose savings 
perhaps could be implicated in this. We were also very clear in 
stating to them that the penalties imposed in this potential would not 
be collected by CRA. 
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THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Dan Albas (Okanagan—Coquihalla, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our Conservative government is focused on what matters to 
Canadians: creating jobs and promoting economic growth. 


This week, the IMF forecasted Canada's overall economic growth 
will lead in the G7 over the next two years, an example of our global 
economic leadership. 


Our finance minister will represent Canada at the upcoming G20, 
IMF and World Bank meetings as world financial leaders meet to 
discuss the challenges facing the global economy. 


Could the Minister of State for Finance please outline what 
Canada's message will be at these meetings? 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, once again, our top priority remains the economic recovery, 
both at home and abroad. That is why our finance minister is 
meeting with our global partners to continue the work toward 
strengthening economic confidence and to promote global economic 
recovery. 


Canada's role is very important. Why? It is important because our 
experience and our success in implementing Canada's economic plan 
and our low tax plan to return to balance serves as a very strong and 
forceful example to other countries. 


[Translation] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, yesterday the 
minister said he simply wants to optimize our ozone monitoring 
services. Yet all experts agree that resources are needed to study the 
ozone layer effectively, and they are worried about the cuts. This past 
winter, the ozone layer was thinner than ever. Scientists around the 
globe have praised the existing monitoring programs. 


Why is the government jeopardizing this research with cuts to the 
environmental sector? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, once again, the preamble to the question is false. 


[English] 


I will be very clear. Environment Canada will continue to monitor 
ozone. The World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre will 
continue to deliver world-class services. 


This government will continue to protect the environment in the 
most cost effective way as possible. 
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Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the minister is 
mortgaging our future. We need this data now more than ever. 
Climate change is accelerating the thinning of the ozone layer, 
which, I would remind the minister, is what protects us from harmful 
UV radiation. I would remind the minister that these ozone 
monitoring programs are a made-in-Canada solution to an interna- 
tional problem. We should be showcasing them, not shortchanging 
them. 


Why does the minister refuse to be upfront with Canadians about 
the impacts of his cuts on our environment? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleague for correcting my flawed French. 


I will be very clear. Environment Canada continually reviews its 
programs, aligning staff and resources where they will have the 
greatest impact. We will continue to monitor ozone. The World 
Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre will continue to deliver 
its world-class services. 

Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Keystone pipeline project raises great concerns in both Canada and 
the United States. In fact, environmental consequences are still 
unknown and it may lead to an uncontrolled expansion of the tar 
sands. 


At a time when Canada needs a plan for job creation, why is the 
government ready to sell out Canadian workers and ship thousands 
of jobs south of the border? 


@ (1150) 
Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, our government is concentrating on what matters to 
Canadians, that is to say, jobs and economic growth. 


The fact is that the oil sands are responsible for over 140,000 jobs 
across Canada. The job number is expected to grow to almost half a 
million jobs. That is how many jobs the opposition members say no 
to when they bash Canada abroad. 


[Translation] 

Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government refuses to strike a balance between protecting our 
environment and developing the oil sands. 


The unbridled development of the oil sands cannot go on at the 
expense of our long-term economic and environmental prosperity. 


Why is the government giving up our resources and our jobs and 
getting nothing in return, apart from pollution and unemployment? 

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the opposition needs to stop knocking Canada's economic 
growth and start supporting the hundreds of thousands of jobs that 
depend on the oil sands industry. Employment in Canada is far too 
important to be used to try to gain some kind of partisan political 
advantage. 


[English] 
CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the government is no friend to the refugee community. We just need 
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to look at the anti-smuggling bill and how it tried to demonize 
refugees as a whole. 


Today, a family of refugees will be arriving here in Canada. The 
minister knows them quite well. He is the one who actually deported 
them. It took a federal court in order to get that family back to 
Canada. 


I look to the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multi- 
culturalism or to the government to do the honourable thing and 
apologize to the Tabaj family for the harm caused because the 
government chose to deport this particular family. 


Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member 
knows, as do all Canadians, that we have a very fair and just refugee 
system in this country. In fact, so much so that we ensure that we 
will improve upon that system with Bill C-11, the refugee reform act, 
of which every member of the 41st Parliament supported 
unanimously. 


*** 


[Translation] 


HEALTH 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Prime 
Minister is bragging about Canada's leadership abroad in the area of 
child and maternal health, but he is refusing to take action here in 
Canada. 


The infant mortality rate in the aboriginal population in Canada is 
two to four times higher than in the non-aboriginal population. 


When will the minister commit to responding to the Health 
Council of Canada's damning report so that we can better understand 
and improve the health of aboriginal children and mothers in 
Canada? 


[English] 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the health and safety 
of aboriginal Canadians is a top priority for the government. We 
have entered into agreements with provinces on child and family 
services. This is an area where we have agreement between the 
federal government, the provinces and the territories that there needs 
to be care and attention paid to this and we are happy to enter into 
those agreements. 


eles 


CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS 


Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Prime Minister likes to pretend that he cares about jobs 
but his inaction tells a different story. 


After the last buy America plan, the government pledged to 
negotiate exemptions for Canada on any similar deals. However, 
instead, it did nothing, and now we have been shut out again. 
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When will the government stop playing politics with this issue and 
start negotiating trade deals that actually protect Canadian jobs? 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Prime 
Minister has been clear and I have been clear. We are focusing on 
creating on jobs in Canada and removing trade barriers. I raised our 
concerns regarding the buy America provisions with my counterpart, 
as well as with the U.S. ambassador to Canada. We will continue to 
impress upon them that imposing these kinds of trade restrictions is 
harmful not only to Canada but also to the United States. 


@ (1155) 


Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, what have the Conservatives been doing the last couple of 
years? They have been sleeping at the switch. 


The last time around, by the time the government got involved, 
Canadian firms got access to $1.3 billion, 0.5%, of the stimulus 
program. In return, U.S. companies got access to $25 billion worth 
of Canadian contracts. The math just does not add up. 


Why is the government bowing to the Americans over and over 
again instead of putting Canadian procurement and Canadian jobs 
first? 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is pretty 
rich coming from an individual in a party that actually has a senior 
member, one of its MPs, contemplating running for the leadership of 
the party and has a motion before the House calling for the same 
trade measures to be implemented in Canada. This government is 
focused on removing trade barriers, not erecting new ones. 


We are focused on building the economic prosperity of this 
country. We are standing up for ordinary, hard-working Canadians. 
Why are they not? . 


xe *K* 


POLITICAL DONATIONS 


Mr. Jay Aspin (Nipissing—Timiskaming, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
today, Le Devoir revealed that the NDP received at least $85,000 
from big unions for its recent convention in Vancouver. Big union 
representatives paid between $25,000 and $35,000 to be sponsors at 
the last NDP convention. As the opposition clearly knows, union 
donations of this kind were banned in 2005. It is clearly ignoring 
what is right just for its own political gain. 


Could the minister reiterate the rules and regulations on union 
donations to political parties because, clearly, the NDP needs a 
reminder? 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, that type of behaviour is absolutely unaccep- 
table and breaks Canadian election laws. The Canada Elections Act 
clearly indicates that corporate and union donations are not allowed. 
Political parties are required to raise their money through donations 
from ordinary Canadians. 


Elections Canada has been asked to investigate these sponsor- 
ships, but the NDP and its union friends should not wait for an 
investigation to provide transparency. 
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We urge the New Democrats to provide full disclosure of all 
contributions. Canadians deserve to know the full extent to which 
big unions have been subsidizing the NDP. 


EMPLOYMENT 


Hon. Mark Eyking (Sydney—Victoria, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, with 
great surprise we hear the Conservatives' spin on job creation when 
the complete opposite is happening in Cape Breton. 


Since 2008, when those guys came into power, we have lost 
10,000 jobs and the closures of an automotive plant, a pharmaceu- 
tical plant, a call centre and now a pulp and paper mill. However, 
that was not enough. They are going to get rid of 120 Service 
Canada jobs in Cape Breton. 


Why will the minister from Nova Scotia not save some jobs in 
Cape Breton, get some jobs and not go on his fishing trips paid by 
the hard-working taxpayers of Canada? 


Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I have explained every day 
this week, and perhaps the member should focus on what is said 
here, during the global recession we hired a number of people to help 
us deal with a spike in applications for employment insurance. The 
good news is that, thanks to our economic action plan, more 
Canadians are at work now than before the recession. That means 
there are fewer EI applications to be processed. 


The jobs were temporary. We are respecting taxpayers’ money in 
that regard and that is why there will be fewer employees. They were 
temporary jobs and they knew it, but we will respect Canadian 
taxpayers. 


+ Sense 


VETERANS AFFAIRS 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to remind the Prime Minister that Canadians 
did not give the Conservative government a mandate to put our 
veterans on the street, forcing them to use food banks and making 
them homeless. 


Every week we hear about more and more of Canada's heroes 
being homeless and using food banks. In Alberta, Jonathan Denis, 
the housing minister, now says that Alberta will pick up the slack 
where the federal government has failed. 


My question is quite simple. Why is the federal government 
abdicating its responsibility to veterans in our country, having the 
provinces pick up that responsibility? 
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@ (1200) 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, not only are we working with our partners, but we are 
taking decisive action to reduce homelessness in our country and 
among veterans. That is why we have established outreach initiatives 
in Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver to provide assistance to 
homeless veterans, and also in all our district offices. 


I was in Toronto this summer and I could see the action of the 
Good Shepherd Ministries on the ground in downtown Toronto, and 
of our officials working hand in hand in the refuge with those 
people. 


We are helping our veterans to transition to civilian life in a 
seamless manner and we will keep up that work. 


XX * 


STATUS OF WOMEN 


Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday Canadians learned that we were ranked third best 
country in the world to be a women. This bodes very well for the 
girls here at home. 


Despite progress, girls continue to face barriers that hamper their 
development. On March 24, the House unanimously passed a 
motion, brought forward by the Minister for Status of Women, 
calling on Canada to adopt a resolution proclaiming September 22 
International Day of the Girl. 


Could the minister update us on Canada's efforts on this important 
initiative? 

Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Govern- 
ment Services and Minister for Status of Women, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the International Day of the Girl will provide a key 
opportunity to consider girls' rights and raise awareness around the 
world. There are places in the world where girls are deprived of basic 
rights only because they were born girls. 


We are working successfully with countries around the world, as 
we submit our proposal to the United Nations in October, to shed 
light on the discrimination and injustice suffered by girls. 


Girls deserve to go to school and to have a full life. With Canada's 
leadership at the United Nations, we will support girls' rights all over 
the world. 


[Translation] 


SOCIAL HOUSING 


Ms. Marie-Claude Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, since 2006, the number of affordable housing units has 
dropped by 17,000. People with access to adequate, affordable and 
safe housing are far less likely to end up on the street, develop 
addiction problems or commit crimes. It is called prevention; 
however, the Conservatives prefer repression. 


Rather than imposing additional costs for prisons on the 
provinces, why does the government not support them by investing 
in new social housing units? 
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Hon. Diane Finley (Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, three years ago, we introduced 
Canada's economic action plan. That is what our government did. To 
stimulate the economy, we invested a lot of money in the very type 
of affordable housing to which the hon. member is referring. 
Fourteen thousand projects were completed, as well as renovations. 
It is the hon. member's party that voted against all these efforts. 


+ x *% 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, after learning about a $90,000-a-day contract for advice on 
where to cut in order to eliminate the deficit, now we have learned 
that the Conservatives paid nearly $2 billion to private consultants in 
2010-11, and that was in the public works department alone. To add 
insult to injury, at the beginning of the summer, that department laid 
off public servants who could have done the job internally for a lot 
less money. 


Will the Minister of Finance continue to justify this wasteful 
spending by claiming that his government will save $200 for every 
dollar spent in the private sector, as he said yesterday and as the 
President of the Treasury Board maintained today, and that he is 
going to save $400 billion a year? Is that what he would have us 
believe? 


[English] 


Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Govern- 
ment Services and Minister for Status of Women, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our government is always looking for ways to save 
taxpayer money. We will ensure that when situations arise where it is 
cheaper to bring in experts from the outside for the short term, we 
will do just that. We believe there are cases when contracting outside 
is cheaper and more flexible than it is to maintain someone on the 
public payroll. 


POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
on a point of order, I have noticed a few times now that when 
government members on this side of the House speak, government 
members on the other side tend to make a lot of noise. It is my 
concern that people watching at home will believe it is NDP 
members who are making this noise. 


I would like to ask the Speaker to suggest that government 
members allow their own members to be heard during question 
period. 
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@ (1205) 
[Translation] 


BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, since 
this is my first opportunity to ask the traditional Thursday question, I 
want to officially greet my counterpart, the government House 
leader, and wish him a productive parliamentary session that serves 
the interest of the public who elected us to improve life in our 
country. 


Since the beginning of the week, the government has assured us 
that its top priority would be the economy. What we got instead was 
leftovers from the past few years that the Conservatives have 
reheated and are dumping on Parliament's plate. The economy was 
supposed to be their top priority, but instead we got served their law 
and order agenda. 


What is the plan for the rest of this week and next week? Is the 
agenda going to start reflecting what was meant to be their top 
priority? I would also like the government House leader to tell us 
when the first opposition day will be for this fall session. 

[English] 

Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as the opposition House leader 
quite astutely noted, our priority is the economy. We saw that already 
with successes this spring when we introduced a budget that was 
adopted by the House. We introduced a budget implementation bill 
with measures like an increase to the old age security payments, 
which was also adopted by the House. We continue to pursue that 
economic agenda. 


Our other priority is also related to having a sound economy, and 
that is having safe communities and safe streets by combatting 
crime. As members know, there is a strong linkage between severe 
crime and harm to the economy. We obviously want to change that, 
and this is why we have moved in that direction. That is what we 
have been debating this week, primarily. 


[Translation] 


In the next week, our government will continue to move forward 
with important bills that Canadians elected us to implement. Today 
we will continue debate on Bill C-10, the Safe Streets and 
Communities Act. We will continue to debate that next week until 
it is dealt with. 


[English] 


I would like to take this opportunity to remind the House just how 
long the measures in the safe streets and communities bill have been 
before this House and the other place. When we tally up all the days 
since those bills have been introduced, it has been a combined total 
of 2,700 days since their first introductions. That is almost 20 years 
of elapsed time that those bills have been before the House in one 
form or another. 


We have already had over 180 speeches given in the House on 
those bills, important law and order proposals as they are. 
Unfortunately, right now we are no longer actually debating the 
safe streets and communities bill; we are technically debating an 
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Opposition motion to delay and obstruct our efforts to tackle crime 
and get that bill passed. 


I urge all members to put aside their parliamentary maneuvers 
designed to delay and obstruct and give all members the opportunity 
to vote, once and for all, on the important measures included in the 
bill. 


[Translation] 


Tomorrow, we will be debating Bill C-4, the Preventing Human 
Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration System Act. 


[English] 
As the Prime Minister stated earlier in the week, the government 
will be introducing a motion to extend our involvement in the UN- 


sanctioned NATO-led mission in Libya. I will be scheduling that 
debate for Monday. 


[Translation] 


Next Thursday, September 29, will be the first allotted day. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 


® (1210) 
[English] 
PETITIONS 
JUSTICE 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to present a petition pertaining to the case of 
Nicholas Djokich. Mr. Djokich is currently serving a 20-year 
sentence in a U.S. prison. 


The petitioners, numbering over 400, call upon the House of 
Commons to launch a royal commission of inquiry to investigate the 
actions of the RCMP in relation to Mr. Djokich's case. 


On behalf of the petitioners, I look forward to the government's 
response. 


STATUS OF WOMEN 


Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to present a petition to the House of Commons. 
I act on behalf of a great number of citizens by presenting their 
petition in support of International Day of the Girl. 


Their intention is to advocate to ensure girls get the recognition 
they deserve as citizens and as powerful agents of change within 
their families, their communities and their nations. 
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WEEKLY STATEMENT 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am rising on a brief point of 
order to correct something in the Hansard on the Thursday question. 
I am told I said that all the combined bills for the safe streets and 
communities act had been before the House, in one shape or another, 
for a combined total of 2,700 days. The actual total is 7,200 days. 
That would make it 20 years, as I said. Therefore, it is time to get on 
with this bill. 


**K* 


PETITIONS 
ASBESTOS 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to rise today to present a petition signed by thousands of 
Canadians from all across Canada who call upon the House of 
Commons to take note that asbestos is the greatest industrial killer 
that the world has ever known. In fact, they point out that more 
Canadians now die from asbestos than from all other industrial and 
occupational causes combined. 


The petitioners also draw the attention of the House to the fact that 
Canada remains one of the largest producers and exporters of 
asbestos in the world and that not only is asbestos not banned in 
Canada, but Canada still spends millions of dollars subsidizing and 
promoting the asbestos industry and blocking international efforts to 
curb its use. 


Therefore, the petitioners call upon Parliament to ban asbestos in 
all its forms and institute a just transition program for asbestos 
workers and the communities they live in. They also call upon 
Parliament to end all government subsidies of asbestos both in 
Canada and abroad and that the government stop blocking 
international health and safety conventions designed to protect 
workers from asbestos, such as the Rotterdam Convention. 


Kee 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that all questions be allowed to stand. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 


SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-10, 
An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to 
amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled 
Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release 
Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act and other Acts, be read the second time and referred 
to a committee, and of the amendment. 
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Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased 
to rise today to add my voice to those of my colleagues in support of 
this crucial piece of legislation that we are debating. 


The Safe Streets and Communities Act is comprehensive 
legislation that will go a long way toward meeting the government's 
commitment to Canadians that we will protect families, stand up for 
victims and hold offenders accountable. I am very proud to say that 
the government has received a strong mandate to deliver on that 
commitment. 


Since first elected in 2006, the government has been taking action 
to keep families safe. We have been working to stand up for law- 
abiding Canadians and victims while holding criminals accountable 
as well as to protect the most vulnerable in society, especially 
children, from those who would want to do them harm. That is why I 
am so proud to speak to Bill C-10, the Safe Streets and Communities 
Act. - 


The legislation before us continues the important work that we 
have started. It proposes important reforms to the Criminal Code, the 
State Immunity Act, the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act. 
As well, it proposes to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act. 


Bill C-10 addresses a significant number of law and order issues 
that affect our society. It is wide-ranging and touches on public 
safety, justice, as well as citizenship and immigration: It includes 
measures to make the safety and security of Canadians the primary 
concern when considering whether or not an offender should be 
transferred back into Canada. It includes measures so that victims of 
terrorism are able to file an action and seek justice against 
individuals who carry out terrorist attacks. It includes actions to 
strengthen the laws around pardons to ensure that repeat offenders of 
serious crimes and those who commit sexual offences against 
children are ineligible to apply for a pardon. 


It includes provisions to increase the accountability and 
responsibility of offenders to ensure that they contribute to their 
own rehabilitation as well as measures that would enshrine in law a 
victim's rights to make statements at a parole hearing. It also includes 
reforms that in most cases would prevent offenders from with- 
drawing their parole applications 14 days or less before a hearing 
date thus saving victims from unnecessary travel and disruption. 


Victims of crime have asked for. these changes and the 
government is delivering them. 


I want to point out that we tried to pass bills that would achieve 
these goals in the last Parliament yet time and again opposition 
members held them up with their soft-on-crime agenda. Thankfully, 
Canadians in the riding of Ajax—Pickering and across the country 
rejected the soft-on-crime mindset of the opposition and elected a 
majority of Conservative MPs. 


September 22, 2011 


The Safe Streets and Communities Act also includes measures that 
would get tough on child sexual offenders, crack down on illegal 
drug trafficking and improve the overall efficiency of our judicial 
system. For example, it proposes to help protect our kids from sexual 
predators by increasing penalties for sexual offences against 
children. 


It targets organized drug crime by creating tougher sentences for 
the production and possession of illicit drugs for the purpose of 
trafficking, which speaks to the grave concern of all parents whose 
children are directly targeted by drug traffickers. It is a very 
important piece of the legislation in terms of protecting children 
from involvement in drug activities. Therefore, I am especially 
pleased to see that we are getting tough on drug traffickers. I would 
strongly urge all opposition members, especially those with children, 


. nieces, nephews and/or young people in their lives who should never 


be involved with drugs, to support this piece of legislation. 


The bill aims to protect the public by ensuring that violent and 
repeat young offenders are held accountable for their actions. Youth 
sentences would become more proportionate to the severity of the 
crime. Protection of society would be given due consideration when 
applying the Youth Criminal Justice Act. I believe parents across the 
country see this as an important piece of the legislation. It is best for 
parents to hold their children accountable by ensuring that the 
consequences match the action, whether minor or severe. 


Thankfully, the bill would end the use of conditional sentences or 
house arrest for serious, violent and property crimes ensuring 
dangerous criminals would no longer be serving sentences from the 
comfort of their living rooms. 


@ (1215) 


It also proposes to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection 
Act to help protect foreign workers who could be at risk of becoming 
victims of human trafficking or exploitation, such as low-skilled and 
unskilled labourers. Combined, these measures provide new HAL in 
our effort to build stronger and safer communities. 


Last spring our government made a pledge to Canadians to rapidly 
move forward and introduce comprehensive law-and-order legisla- 
tion that would strengthen our laws and courts while putting victims' 
rights at the forefront. 


On May 2, Canadians gave us a strong mandate to continue 
working to build our economy and to focus on keeping our 
communities safe. We have listened to them and acted on our pledge 
by introducing this legislation. 


In particular, I will spend some time discussing a measure that 
falls under the purview of public safety, that being the elimination of 
pardons for serious crimes. Canadians firmly believe that these 
measures are long overdue, as do I. 


These amendments are a natural next step to further strengthening 
measures contained within the Limiting Pardons for Serious Crimes 
Act that our government passed last year, which received royal 


assent in June 2010. That act ensures that anyone convicted of a 


serious personal injury offence, such as manslaughter, will not be 
eligible to apply for a pardon before 10 years rather than five. This 
10-year ineligibility period also applies to those who have 
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committed a sexual offence against a minor and have been 
prosecuted by indictment. 


For those convicted of a sexual offence against a minor and 
prosecuted by summary conviction, the ineligibility period for a 
pardon is now five years, whereas it previously was three. That act 
also provides the Parole Board of Canada with the discretion to 
determine whether the granting of a pardon would bring the 
administration of justice into disrepute. To make this determination, 
the Parole Board is now able to give consideration to the nature and 
gravity of the offence, the circumstances surrounding its commission 
and the information related to the applicant's criminal history. 


Let me speak to what this legislation in Bill C-10 would do. First 
and foremost, it proposes to change the term “pardon” to “record 
suspension” as the word “pardon” implies that the government has 
forgiven the individual. We firmly believe that it is not the role of the 
government to forgive someone for his or her crime. That can only 
come from the victim or the victim's family, certainly not from the 
government. 


Indeed, we are aware that it adds insult to injury when a victim 
discovers his or her offender has received a pardon. That is another 
reason why we have proposed changing the term to “record 
suspension”. In addition to being a more accurate and less offensive 
term to victims, we believe it better reflects how. the legal system 
works. When an individual is granted a pardon, his or her record is 
not permanently deleted. Rather, it is sealed or, in other words, 
suspended. 


We believe the term “pardon” is misleading and that replacing it 
with the term “record suspension” in this legislation would clarify 
that. 


Another proposed amendment put forth in this legislation would 
require the Parole Board of Canada to submit an annual report to 
Parliament. This report would include statistics on the number of 
applicants applying for record suspension as well as the number 
deemed successful. 


More importantly, we have proposed amendments regarding who 
can and cannot apply for a record suspension. We have seen 
agreement across the board on this issue from victims, victims' rights 
and community support groups, as well as other Canadians. 
Individuals convicted of sexual offences against children should 
never be allowed to apply for a record suspension. We are confident 
these reforms would be better for victims, would provide better 
protection for children, and would be better for our Canadian society 
as a whole. 


The government is also proposing that limits be set on how many 
times offenders can be convicted of serious crimes before becoming 
ineligible for record suspension. The amendments propose that 
individuals who have been convicted of more than three indictable 
offences wherein they have received a sentence of two years or more 
for each offence be no longer eligible for record suspension. 
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I can assure the House that we have gone to great lengths to 
thoughtfully consider how this amendment would be interpreted and 
applied in the real world for real people. 


It is defined in this way. A person who is convicted of more than 
three offences and receives a penitentiary length sentence of two 
years or more for each of these three .or more offences would not be 
eligible to apply for a record suspension. 


What does this mean in practice? It means that if an individual is 
convicted more than three times of a serious crime and sentenced to 
more than two years in jail for crimes such as a major drug crime or 
home invasion, that individual would not be eligible to apply for a 
record suspension. 


Suffice it to say that an individual who is convicted of indictable 
offences on more than three occasions and has received a federal 
sentence for each has certainly demonstrated a pattern of behaviour 
that establishes a serious risk that he or she will commit grievous 
harm to members of our society. The government's view is that the 
risk and consequences of reoffending are so high that this person's 
record should never be sealed. We believe that this reflects the views 
of Canadians. as well. 


Our government has included these measures in Bill C-10 because 
we want to ensure that the consequences of truly serious criminal 
activity cannot be sealed with a pardon. The need to protect public 
safety must be our primary consideration at all times. 


We recognize that not everyone agrees with the number of more 
than three. We believe that setting the limit at more than three 
offences, or put another way, four or more offences, is tough yet 
reasonable. . 


We have all heard of a young adult making a bad decision one 
night. That person could end up being convicted of multiple 
indictable offences. If that were to happen, that individual would 
have a record for life. 


This provision accounts for that possibility. Disqualification 
would only occur where individuals have been sentenced to two 
or more years in custody on more than three separate occasions and 
not one bad night or week in which a number of indictable offences 
occurred. Therefore, a person making one bad choice would be 
eligible to seek a record suspension whereas a serious repeat 
offender would not.That is a very important distinction for the 
members of the opposition to comprehend and take into considera- 
tion. 


While passing the Limiting Pardons for Serious Crimes Act in 
2010 brought about positive changes, it was only a first step in 
strengthening Canada's pardon regime. We must now continue with 
the final steps to complete these important reforms. 


These changes would ensure the Parole Board of Canada has the 
tools it requires to properly consider, order and deny where 
appropriate, record suspensions for ex-offenders. 


These measures would ensure that offenders who have committed 
sexual offences against children will never be allowed to have their 
records suspended. 
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Most importantly, these changes would increase the confidence of 
Canadians in the corrections and pardon systems. 


Our government made a commitment to continue to protect the 
safety and security of law-abiding Canadians. That is why they gave 
us that strong mandate on May 2. Canadians deserve to feel safe in 
their homes and neighbourhoods. We are working hard to ensure that 
they do. 


This legislation is too important to be delayed any longer. We 
must make this a matter of high importance for the sake of victims 
and their loved ones. Our government has pledged to finish what it 
has started by moving forward with this bill. 


I urge all hon. members on both sides of the House to support and 
pass this legislation. Let us work together to continue protecting 
Canadians and the law-abiding citizens that we represent. 


@ (1225) 


[ Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
when I learned that with the Conservative government's omnibus 
crime bill, mandatory minimum punishments for child rapists would 
be less severe than for marijuana growers, I was disgusted. It makes 
no sense that the Conservatives would rather punish marijuana 
growers than child rapists. 


I would like the Conservative member to defend the Conserva- 
tives' priorities that child rapists would be less severely punished 
than marijuana growers. 


[English] 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner: Mr. Speaker, the member may possibly 
have misunderstood some of the terms of this legislation. For 
example, yesterday, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Justice articulated very clearly the penalties for trafficking 
marijuana. We are not talking about growing marijuana plants, we 
are talking about trafficking marijuana, growing it for the sole 
purpose of trafficking. And there would be additional penalities if 
offenders were trying to traffic to young people and depending 
wheré these offenders would be trafficking. 


Certainly, we agree sex offenders, as we said, should not be 
receiving any kind of record suspension. They certainly need to do 
the time and there needs to be minimum sentences for them. 


As I said in my speech, as a parent, the issue of drugs is such a 
serious one with young people and marijuana is a gateway drug. 
There is no question about it. So we have to get tough on those who 
are trying to traffic and trying to get our young people into drug 
activity. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think there is any denying the Statistics Canada information that 
shows that crime rates in this country are falling. Also, I do not think 
there is any denying that the tough on crime legislation in many 
American states has failed. 
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Looking at those two, I would suggest, indisputable facts and 
realizing that we really cannot manage what we cannot measure, my 
question for the member opposite is this. Once the Conservatives 
jam through this piece of legislation, how are they going to be able to 
measure its effectiveness, given that crime rates are falling and will, 
in all likelihood, continue to fall? Will their plan be to take credit for 
the crime rates that are falling anyway as a result of these measures, 
which have been shown to fail in other jurisdictions? 


© (1230) 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner: Mr. Speaker, there is a huge gap in the 
way the opposition looks at crime and how to address crime, and the 
way that the Conservative government and, I believe, the majority of 
Canadians look at crime. There seems to be an attitude on the other 
side of mediocrity, “Let's just kind of do enough so that we're maybe 
seeing some crime rates reduced”. 


That is not the way we look at it. We look at a broken justice 
system where victims have been victimized time and time again with 
current legislation. We look at a system where prisoners and 
criminals have been coddled, many times spoiled, and sometimes 
even almost rewarded for their criminal activity. We promised 
Canadians that we would change it. I am so proud that we are doing 
things differently from the Liberals. 


So, on the other side, if they want to look at statistics and decide it 
is just going to be good enough and “Let's just be mediocre”, I 
disagree. Let us aim for excellence. We need to ensure our young 
people are safe. We need to ensure any kind of sexual crime against 
children is stopped. We need to ensure that pardons for people who 
have committed serious crimes do not happen. 


So, we are going to keep working hard, we are going to aim high, 
and we are not going to let mediocrity guide us. 


[Translation] 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet-—Kamouraska 
—Riviere-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, there is absolutely nothing 
mediocre about wanting to help people before they become 
criminals, instead of developing a repressive society. 


I have a very specific question for my hon. colleague on the other 
side. We have a hodgepodge of legislation here that talks about child 
sexual predators, pardons for serious crimes and drug dealers. These 
are all very socially complex elements. Each of them requires 
discussion and reflection regarding the legal, social, ethical, 
philosophical and even religious aspects. 


How can the government justify putting all of that in one big 
package and preventing Canadians from having a healthy debate on 
each of these important issues? That is unacceptable. How does my 
colleague explain that? 


[English] 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner: Mr. Speaker, again, we need to 
acknowledge there is a completely different philosophy on how 
crime is looked at on the opposition side versus the government side. 
Here, I think, is the stark contrast. There seems to be an aversion to 
ensuring that sexual predators and drug dealers are in jail. Instead, 
we hear time and time again that it is complex and that there are so 
many factors. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1351 


Government Orders 


Let me give an example. It seems, though, that the opposition has 
no problem wanting to put law-abiding gun owners in jail, or farmers 
who want to sell their wheat in western Canada, or maybe people 
who do not fill out their census form to the fullest extent that the 
opposition wants. 


There seems to be just this opposite, almost illogical, view of, 
“Let's protect and coddle and watch the criminal, and make sure that 
all of their complex issues are addressed”. When a criminal, a violent 
offender, is in jail I can guarantee that he or she will not be 
committing that same violent act again. That is something I know. 
That is something Canadians know. They have asked us to SAS 
forward and we are going to do it. 


Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my colleague not only for her presentation 
today but for the amount of work that she has done on a topic that 
she just touched on a minute ago in terms of the long gun registry. 


My question to the member would focus a little bit around the 
response that she gave to the member opposite, I think it was the 
member for Charlottetown, regarding the difference in terms of 
presenting these types of bills. What is the focus on of this bill, is it 
actually on the criminals or families and victims? 


@ (1235) 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner: Mr. Speaker, the member makes a very 
important point. So many aspects of this bill are looking at ways in 
which we can fix and correct some of the mistakes and injustices that 
have been done to victims through the current legislation. 


I would not assume to say that there was any government that 
purposely did that. I think that sometimes governments can, by 
making one bad decision after another, come to the place where 
victims, unfortunately, are not the top priority. 


That is something that we want to fix. Sometimes these things are 
very difficult for the opposition and for different political parties to 
come to an agreement on. 


What is important is that we listen to the people in our ridings, and 
we listen to the common sense of people on the streets, no matter 
what their political stripe, in terms of if people commit a crime there 
should be a penalty and Canadians should be protected, and victims 
should be protected. 


No matter what party we are from, we all believe that victims 
should be protected and their rights should be top of mind. That is 
something that this legislation has done. It has done it very 
thoughtfully. We have tried as much as possible to take some 
circumstances into consideration, for example, where criminals may 
have other factors in their lives that have contributed to the downfall 
and the bad decisions they have made, but never at the cost of 
protecting communities and Canadians, and never at the cost of 
victims. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Alain Giguére (Marc-Auréle-Fortin, NDP): The bills that 
have been introduced only deal with crime seen in the news, that is 
petty crime. The small-time criminals on street corners are not the 
ones bringing in containers of drugs. They do not have the means to 
bring in planeloads of illegal substances. They do not launder money 
around the world. They have not transformed Quebec's construction 
industry into a corrupt industry. They do not attack the democracy of 
our provincial, federal and especially municipal governments. 


Hard-core criminals are responsible for these crimes. They are the 
ones who make drugs available on the street. They are the ones who 
make weapons available on the street. The bills introduced by the 
Conservatives do not address organized crime. This government has 
abandoned its mandate to defend Canadians and is quite simply 
doing some marketing and targeting small-time criminals. 


Yes, they are targeting street prostitution. Yes, they are targeting 
low-level drug pushers. No, they are not protecting Canada from 
organized crime. 


[English] 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner: Mr. Speaker, I am very happy to hear 
that there is support for getting tough on organized crime, terrorism, 
large crime, and people who are dealing and committing crimes that 
are having a serious effect on our country. 


It seems like there is this whole attitude of, “Well, let us not worry 
about the so-called small criminal”. I do not know about people in 
this House, but I think Canadians consider someone who is trying to 
sell drugs to our children a criminal. It has a serious effect and 
serious consequence. 


Instead of looking at things from a view of not worrying about 
that, letting them get away with it because there might be some 
complex factors that affect their lives, we have been very clear with 
Canadians, and Canadians are supporting us with this mandate, that 
we are going to move ahead. 


The more that we can talk about this, discuss it, and talk about 
ways to help prevent crime, the more productive it is. However, it is 
not going to be at the cost of protecting innocent, law-abiding 
Canadians. 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I will be 
splitting my time with the member for Etobicoke North. 


There is no doubt that every member in the House is committed to 
the safety of their constituents, their communities and our nation. 
The framers of our Constitution knew from the start that peace and 
order is essential for good government. 


That said, evidence-based laws are key to peace and order. Sadly, 
for all its focus on crime and punishment, the government lacks the 
evidence to support its legislation. With pieces of the legislation 
having reached committee stage before, members of the House are 
fully aware that evidence given at committee completely contradicts 
the Conservative preoccupation with heavy minimum sentences. 


I have talked to the chief of police in Guelph, to prosecutors, to 
correctional officers, and to criminologists. We have read countless 
evidence-based reports and statistics, and the jury is in. Based on all 
the evidence, these experts have come to the same conclusion: in 
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order to be tough on crime, we must first be smart on crime. Locking 
up everyone is not a smart solution. It makes us dumber on crime. 


There are a good number of things that prisons are not. They are 
not a place where skills are developed. They are not addiction 
treatment centres. They do not combat the scourge of mental illness 
and they provide little or no treatment options. A jail cell does not 
even provide support to victims, except to give them the satisfaction 
of retribution. 


Smart on crime means that instead of spending $108,000 a year on 
each and every additional criminal the government insists on 
incarcerating, that money could go to drug treatment programs in my 
riding like Stonehenge. 


Stonehenge was established 40 years ago. Through the dedication 
of its staff, managers and donors, this program helps to restore hope 
and dignity to those afflicted by addiction. It restores lives and 
livelihoods so that those suffering from substance addiction can once 
again feel a sense of relevance and dignity, and be productive and 
successful members of our society. Clients at Stonehenge are from 
the general public, or are people in conflict with the law diverted to 
Stonehenge in Guelph for drug treatment. Imagine for a moment 
how many people could be treated using the $108,000 annual sum 
spent on incarcerating a single person suffering from an addiction, a 
terrible disease. 


Smart on crime means developing and funding programs that 
reduce poverty, create jobs and tackle mental health issues. Jails, 
under the government, have turned into public housing for 
individuals with addictions or mental health issues. 


Smart on crime means not increasing the rate of recidivism. Even 
before this bill was tabled, there were prisons in Canada at 200% 
capacity. Overcrowding has shown to lead to more crime. There is 
no way anyone on the other side could argue that increasing the 
number of Canadians incarcerated would be a deterrent or cut down 
on the crime rate. 


What of the costs? The government refused to disclose the cost in 
the last Parliament and was found in contempt of this great 


‘institution. Despite the hundreds of pages the Minister of Justice 


cited yesterday that were provided to Parliament, he purposely 
evaded every single question put to him about the cost of this 
legislation. Applying 2009 forecasts the total cost to the federal and 
provincial governments by 2016 would be over $18 billion. 
Meanwhile, the government has not consulted with the provinces 
on the additional financial burden they would now shoulder. 
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Mandatory minimum sentencing is already considered a failed 
policy in the United States, a nation with an incarceration rate 700% 
higher than ours per capita. It is illogical for the government to go 
down this path to satisfy ideological urges. Even in the United States 
lawmakers are moving away from the “lock them up and throw away 
the key” mentality that created mega prisons that became crime 
factories. Experts in the United States came late to the realization 
that they were spending more on incarcerating citizens than enrolling 
them in post-secondary education. 


As a young lawyer, it fell to me on a couple of occasions to defend 
one client or another who had, on a lark, or suffering from mental 
illness or depression, committed a non-violent offence. Remorseful 
and entirely aware of the impact of their actions and how wrong they 
were, the judge granted a conditional discharge. 


© (1240) 


Without the stigma of a criminal record or, in some cases, possible 
incarceration, these clients were then able to gain admission to 
university, keep or get a good job, travel across the border and 
ultimately become the successful contributing members of society 
they otherwise might not have been. 


We must trust our legal professionals, our judges, prosecutors, 
police and corrections officers, to exercise their judgment on a daily 
basis. They deal with the law up close and personal. Who are we to 
presume to know better than they when someone deserves treatments 
options or diversion from incarceration, a second chance, an 
opportunity to make something better of themselves, to kick a drug 
habit, to deal with mental illness, to work in the community and 
develop skills that will lead to stable employment and a fulfilling 
life? 


Criminal justice is about so much more than just throwing people 
in jail. It is about recognizing people's circumstances and building 
programs to help them cope, adjust and manage those things that 
may otherwise lead to criminal activity. 


For all the Conservatives' talk about victims and the terrible costs 
borne by the victims of crime, the bill is absent of any provision to 
help them. There is nothing in the bill that deals with the numbers 
members opposite continue to throw around. Victims cannot be 
compensated through retribution. An eye for an eye does not make 
up for a wrong done. 


Crime is at its lowest rate in nearly 40 years and yet the 
government is willing to turn around nearly two generations of 
decreasing crime rates out of fear and fiction instead of facts, 
ideology instead of evidence. 


My colleague, the hon. member for Charlottetown, put it very 
succinctly yesterday when he said that the bill was really an act, that 
it was cosmetic window dressing, rhetoric that was sound in theory 
but contained little action to address the real problem at its source, 
investing unnecessary billions of dollars on building unnecessary 
prisons while crime is receding, instead of investing on crime 
prevention, social housing, employment assistance, health care and 
child care, which will create more crime than Justice. 


Throughout my career as a lawyer and now into my career as a 
legislator and a representative of my community, I have reviewed the 
law as a tool to advance the issue of social justice whenever possible. 
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While engaged on the committee against family violence and 
women in crisis or the Wellington-Guelph Housing Authority on 
great projects like Onward Willow Better Beginnings, Better 
Futures, or changing Guelph's police response to violence between 
spouses and changing court sentencing for offenders by ensuring 
their enrolment in anger management programs, not incarceration, | 
gained a deeper understanding of the complexities surrounding 
justice issues. 


My community of Guelph is a compassionate one. We are top five 
in Canada for education, number one per capita for volunteers and 
have an incredibly professional police force. The engagement and 
care for at-risk members of our community is responsible for Guelph 
being the safest city in Canada, as identified by Statistics Canada. 


Public safety and crime can be a divisive political issue but it does 
not need to be so long as we listen to the facts and heed our expert 
evidence. We have an opportunity to be smart on crime and not pass 
this omnibus bill in its present form. 


We do not need to completely ignore painfully learned and 
carefully documented and researched lessons by treating crime as a 
black and white issue. There is no strong or weak on crime. That is 
ideological language used to divide and to provoke misinformation 
based on fear, anger and misplaced need for revenge. 


If more and longer sentences were the answer to increasing public 
safety, the United States would be the safest country in the world, 
and it is far from that. Instead, even the most conservative U.S. 
lawmakers are now turning away from their old approach, while we 
run ahead on into it. 


I implore the government not to continue on this reckless path. 
@ (1245) 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I totally 
disagree with what the member said in his speech this afternoon. 


He talked about compassion and so on. Recently there was a case 
in British Columbia where a former sex offender was walking the 
streets and he took a child from his home for days and days. The 
parents and the families in that community were suffering because 
they thought the young child was being abused by a sex offender 
who was a predator on the street. 


The bill before us talks about sex offenders and pedophiles. Where 
is the compassion? What does the member say on that particular 
issue? Why are the Liberals not supporting the bill to keep those 
types of people off the street? 


Mr. Frank Valeriote: Mr. Speaker, I have a great deal of respect 
for the hon. member. 


I wish the question had been placed this way: Are there any 
provisions of the legislation that I agree with? I would have said, yes, 
there are provisions in this legislation that I agree with. Sexual 
predators is one of the sections that I happen to agree with. Perhaps a 
trafficker trafficking to children at a school might be one of those 
sections that I agree with. Luring children is a section that I agree 
with. 
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What I disagree with is the ideological commitment to absolute 
minimum sentences in all circumstances, where the government 
takes away the discretion of a judge, a lawyer, a crown attorney, a 
probation officer who has prepared a pre-sentence report and they 
say, perhaps, that in a minor incident of possession of marijuana 
plants there is a better solution than to throw the fellow in jail. 


The solution is going to a treatment program like that offered at 
Stonehenge because offenders can be rehabilitated there rather than 
criminalized by being put in jail. 


@ (1250) 
[Translation] 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
— Rivière-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my colleague has touched 
on an important problem and I would like to hear more from him on 
this subject. 


I am referring to the tendency to establish foolish and specific 
laws. I have been reading quite a bit about this. This tendency has a 
significant impact on the legal system and the very discretion of 
judges who, faced with a crime, must consider why it was 
committed, whether it was a stupid mistake or whether the offender 
was compelled to commit it. They must be aware of the context 
before arriving at a decision. How will it end if we simply apply 
foolish solutions such as “one plus one equals two” without ever 
giving judges the freedom they require to analyze cases? I would like 
to hear more from my colleague on this aspect of the problem. 


[English] 


Mr. Frank Valeriote: Mr. Speaker, that is precisely it. My hon. 
friend has hit the nail on the head. 


By passing this legislation, it will, in many respects, remove the 
discretion of judges in the courts to look at circumstances on a case- 
by-case basis. It is a sad society when all people are painted with the 
same brush; given no opportunity to explain the circumstances from 
which they come; given no opportunity for rehabilitation, which is 
not found in our jails; and given no opportunity to pursue a 
meaningful life because of the criminalization they will face by 
being put in jail. They are given no opportunity to attend a mental 
health treatment program when perhaps it was because of a 
temporary depression that led to the particular offence. Those 
offenders have no opportunity to receive treatment for it or, as I said, 
drug treatment or any other incidents that may be appropriate under 
the circumstances. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
compelled to speak to Bill C-10, a 110-page omnibus bill rolling 
together nine past proposals, as crime prevention and reduction is of 
major concern to my constituents. 


Before I begin, however, I want to praise Etobicoke North's 
superintendent, Ron Taverner, and the officers of 23 Division for 
their excellent policing and for their outreach to our community, 
attending numerous community events, building bridges, participat- 
ing in anti-drug marches, partnering with faith groups and restoring 
streets through community cleanups. 


I also want to recognize the work of organizations, such as the 
Rexdale legal clinic and the Youth Without Shelter, that work 
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tirelessly to support those requiring legal services and those 
requiring a home and a new beginning. 


I will now share the story of an extraordinary young man in our 
community. He has just received three scholarships and is in his first 
month of college. He is in fact the first one in his family to go to 
college. He works and has just started an organization to inspire 
youth to achieve their greatest goals. What few know is that he lives 
in a youth shelter. He is a remarkable young man who is being 
celebrated because of his tremendous achievements. In fact, he gave 
his first public address last week and humbled all those in 
attendance. 


This young man has fought hard for a life following abuse, 
abandonment and drug use. He is making it today with the necessary 
supports. He is succeeding and, for the first time in his life, he is part 
of a family at the shelter and is looking forward to a future. 


The point is that we must address the root causes of crime, provide 
police with the tools they need to do their job effectively, provide 
necessary deterrents to crime and provide the supports necessary to 
reduce recidivism, because we all want safe streets and safe 
communities. 


The fundamental question of this debate must therefore be 
whether this bill would make Canada safer. Would it protect victims 
who often feel abandoned by the justice system? The reality is that 
the bill has been highly criticized by criminal lawyers, prisoner 
advocates and critics as costly, ideological, irresponsible, misguided, 
and overreaching largely because of falling crime rates and predicted 
massive costs to taxpayers for prison expansion. 


Critics claim that the Conservative government's tough on crime 
agenda will be fought out in Canadian courts for years to come. 


National crime rates are continuing their 20 year decline, reaching 
levels not seen since 1973. Statistics Canada shows the overall 
volume of criminal incidents fell by 5% between 2009 and 2010, and 
the relative severity of the crimes showed a similar decrease. 
Homicides, attempted murders, serious assaults and robberies were 
all down last year. Young people were accused of committing fewer 
offences. Even property crime was reported less frequently, with 
reductions in both break-ins and car thefts. True leadership would, 
therefore, provide accurate statistics and reassure Canadians rather 
than invoke fear to convince them that the bill is for the greater good. 


Kim Pate, executive director of the Elizabeth Fry Society, said: 
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We’re being encouraged to believe we need this for public safety. It’s a farce. If in 
fact it was true, then the U.S. would be the safest place in the world, the States would 
not be going bankrupt and they would not be retreating from this agenda. . 


Others claim that the bill would allow the government to keep a 
spotlight on what it considers popular law and order measures at a 
time when economic news is bleak. 


@ (1255) 


The government appears to be focusing on unreported crime as a 
rationale for its tough-on-crime approach. Unfortunately, it is unclear 
how tough sentencing for unreported crime will make communities 
safer. If under-reporting is the issue, perhaps measures should be put 
in place to address it. However, evidence of crime being unreported 
is marginal; in fact, there is evidence that reporting of domestic 
violence has increased, as has reporting from schools, because of 
police protocols. 


Correctional Service Canada estimates the system's operating cost 
will rise from $1.6 billion in 2006, when the Conservatives took 
power, to $3 billion this fiscal year. 


Parliamentary Budget Officer Kevin Page is still trying to obtain 
comprehensive data on the government's anti-crime agenda. The 
justice minister has been asked repeatedly about the costs of the bill 
but has declined to specify the projected costs of the measures or 
even to reveal the federal government's own projections of increased 
prison populations. 


Criminal defence lawyer John Rosen predicts that there will be 
many constitutional and legal challenges, especially regarding 
mandatory minimum penalties. He explained that these penalties 
violate an accused person's right to fundamental justice. He believes 
the measures will be judged an inappropriate infringement on the 
case-by-case analysis that has been mandated by the Supreme Court 
in sentencing cases. He further explained that the Conservatives are 
trying to Americanize our system. 


The Globe and Mail states that Canada is one of the few 
jurisdictions worldwide that is headed in the direction of cracking 
down on crime. The article also states that the tough-on-crime 
approach in the face of contrary evidence is “bemusing international 
observers”. 


Criminologists, judges and policymakers in Australia, Britain and 
the United States, whose systems for the most part mirror Canada's, 
have recognized that a jail-intensive approach is counterproductive 
in reducing crime. 


Texas, which had 15 youth incarceration institutions four years 
ago, is down to six. The executive director of the Youth Commission 
in Texas said, “There's been a real shift to make sure that we really 
look at the youth, the seriousness of the offence and the youth's risk 
to reoffend, and only incarcerate those that are the highest risk in 
terms of public safety”. 


Further criticisms of the bill are that scarce resources will be 
diverted from treating offenders with mental health problems or 
addictions and that more youth will serve longer jail times, despite 
evidence showing longer sentences increase the likelihood for youth 
to reoffend. 
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The Canadian Association of Elizabeth Fry Societies and the John 
Howard Society of Canada said the bill would lead to overcrowded 
prisons, jeopardize inmates with addictions or mental health 
problems, divert funding from treatment programs and dissuade 
sexual assault victims from pursuing charges against assailants who 
are often related to them. 


Defence lawyer Rosen has said that most professionals who work 
in the justice system, whether corrections officials, defence lawyers, 
judges, prosecutors or social workers, agree that the goal is not only 
to suppress crime but to prevent the recurrence of it. The government 
is gradually strangling all of the social programs that address those 
issues and address the root causes of crime, while spending money to 
prosecute. 


Had my extraordinary young man been subject to this legislation, 
he would be living a very different life today. He would not have had 
a chance to get an education. He would not have had a social worker. 
He would not have had his family at the shelter. He would not be 
contributing to society. 


I have one last question. What will it take to get the government's 
attention and to re-evaluate? 


® (1300) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, we often hear the argument from the other 
side of the House that if we do not support this bill we are 
automatically in favour of criminals. That simplistic argument 
detracts from the real debate. Right now, the protection of the public 
is not being called into question. That is not at all what we are 
talking about here. We simply want to know what debate we can 
have on how to protect the public and improve the quality of life for 
Canadians. That is what we are actually talking about here. 


I would ask my colleague, who made a very interesting speech, 
whether she is concerned about the fact that the government wants to 
increase punishment, but that the bill does not mention prevention, 
education or reintegration of prisoners. 


[English] 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, rehabilitation is fundamental. I 
would like the House to know that the Canadian Paediatric Society 
has also expressed disapproval for the bill. 


The society reports that changing the youth crime law to allow 
stiffer sentences for children as young as 14 will have significant 
negative consequences. The society says the current Youth Criminal 
Justice Act supports rehabilitation and reintegration instead of 
putting the emphasis on incarceration, and it recommends that the 
federal government work with the provincial and territorial 
governments on youth crime prevention strategies that would 
include early detection and treatment of behavioural and mental 
health issues that might lead to criminal activity. 
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I will take the example of Texas. In just two years, the focus has 
been on more education and therapeutic programs and on 
transitioning back to their home communities so that there is a 
greater chance for successful re-entry. The result is that youth 
incarceration rates have been halved in a number of years. 


@ (1305) 


Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to ask my hon. colleague a question on her 
comments. 


I understand from her comments that the Canadian Paediatric 
Society has approved our bill, the bill that is front of the House as we 
speak. I am very concerned that she is worried about that, because 
these are the front-line doctors. These are the people who see 
children hurt. These are the people who see the ravages of abuse. 
They see the ravages of sexual abuse on young children. 


I am thrilled that the Canadian Paediatric Society is supportive of 
this bill, because their members are the first line and are able to see 
that. 


Could my hon. colleague please explain why she is concerned 
with their support? They are the front-line people who see the hurt 
done to young people. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for her 
comments. 


I will be very clear. Everyone in this House and everyone in 
Canada wants our most vulnerable, our children, protected. 


I will be very clear that the Canadian Paediatric Society has 
expressed disapproval for the bill and wants the emphasis to be on 
rehabilitation and reintegration. I think it is really important for that 
point to be brought out. 


I also think it is important to bring evidence here again. I want to 
bring out that the recent statistics and other surveys simply do not 
show that we are in a crime wave. Attempted murders are at their 
lowest levels in 30 years. There has been a 15% drop in auto theft. 
That is continuing a downward trend that started in the mid-1990s, 
and last year there were 15,000 fewer youth crimes, a drop of 7%. 


Alan Young, a law professor at York University, said that the 
Conservative vision for criminal justice ran its course 30 years ago. 
He said they had been there, done it, tried it and failed. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to speak today at the 
second reading debate on Bill C-10, An Act to enact the Justice for 
Victims of Terrorism Act and to amend the State Immunity Act, the 
Criminal Code, the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, the 
Corrections and Conditional Release Act, the Youth Criminal Justice 
Act, the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and other Acts. 


Part 2 of the bill proposes sentencing amendments to the Criminal 
Code and the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act. Clause 34 of the 
bill, within part 2, proposes to restrict the availability of conditional 
sentences in the same manner as was advanced in former Bill C-16, 
which had received second reading and had been referred to the 
Standing Committee on Justice and Human Rights but had not yet 
been studied when it died on the order paper at the dissolution of the 
40th Parliament. 
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Conditional sentences are an appropriate sentencing tool in many 
cases, but not when it comes to serious property crimes and violent 
offences. Conditional sentences became a sentencing option with the 
proclamation in September 1996 of Bill C-41, chapter 22 of the 
Statutes of Canada, 1995. They were created in recognition that 
many less serious offenders who would otherwise be sentenced to 
custody could remain among other members of society as long as 
they adhered to strict and appropriate conditions. 


When first introduced, conditional sentences were available if the 
sentence imposed was less than two years of imprisonment, the 
offence for which the offender was sentenced was not punishable by 
a mandatory minimum penalty and the court was satisfied that 
allowing the offender to serve the sentence of imprisonment in the 
community would not endanger the safety of that community. 


Shortly thereafter, a requirement was added to require the court to 
be satisfied that sentencing the offender to a conditional sentence of 
imprisonment would be consistent with the fundamental purpose and 
principles of sentencing set out in section 718 to 718.2 of the 
Criminal Code. 


Where a conditional sentence is imposed, the effect is that the 
offender serves his or her sentence in the community with 
conditions, and sometimes with a condition of house arrest. This 
new sentencing option generated considerable debate following its 
creation because it was available at sentencing for any offences not 
punishable by a minimum sentence, including serious and violent 
offences, provided that the accused met all the above-mentioned 
prerequisites. Parliament intended that conditional sentences would 
be available to non-dangerous offenders who would have been, 
before the creation of conditional sentences, sentenced to a term of 
incarceration of less than two years for offences with no minimum 
term of imprisonment. 


In 2000 this debate on certain controversial cases led the Supreme 
Court of Canada to examine the conditional sentence regime in R. v. 
Proulx. The court explained that a sentencing court must first find 
that a sentence of imprisonment of less than two years is appropriate 
before examining the other prerequisites to the availability of 
conditional sentences. 


In other words, a conditional sentence is not on an equal footing 
with the rest of the sentencing options available at sentencing, 
because the court must be of the opinion that other non-carceral 
sentencing options, such as a probation order or a fine, would not 
adequately address the seriousness of the offence and the degree of 
responsibility of the offender. It is only in situations in which the 
court is of the opinion that the term of imprisonment should not be 
more than two years that a conditional sentence order may be 


‘considered, if the court is also satisfied that allowing the offender to 


serve the sentence in a community would not endanger public safety. 


Over the years there has been a loss of public confidence in the 
appropriateness of conditional sentence orders because of the wide 
array of offences that received conditional sentences of imprison- 
ment, including offences punishable by the highest maximum in the 
Criminal Code. 
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Our government responded to these concerns by tabling Bill C-9, 
An Act to amend the Criminal Code (conditional sentence of 
imprisonment) on May 4, 2006. 


Bill C-9, in its original form, proposed to eliminate conditional 
sentences for offences prosecuted on indictment and punishable by a 
maximum sentence of 10 years or more. It was, and still is, the 
opinion of this government that offences prosecuted on indictment 
and punishable by a maximum term of imprisonment of 10 years, 14 
years, or life are serious offences that should never, ever, result in a 
conditional sentence order. 


@ (1310) 


However, the scope of Bill C-9 was amended in committee to only 
capture offences that are punishable by a maximum sentence of 10 
years or more and prosecuted on indictment, that are terrorism 
offences, organized crime offences, and serious personal injury 
offences as defined in section 752 of the Criminal Code. 


The use of the term “serious personal injury offence” to restrict the 
availability of conditional sentences has not accomplished the 
objective of ensuring that conditional sentences are not available for 
serious crimes. In fact, this approach allows certain serious offences, 
punishable by a maximum of 10 years' imprisonment or more, such 
as robbery, to be eligible for a conditional sentence or house arrest. 


As defined in section 752 of the Criminal Code, a serious personal 
injury offence has two components. First, it specifically includes the 
three general sexual assault offences in sections 271, 272 and 273 of 
the code. This is pretty straightforward. The second component of 
the serious personal injury offence does not provide the same 
certainty because it includes indictable offences involving the use or 
attempted use of violence against another person, or conduct 
endangering or likely to endanger the life or safety of another person, 
or inflicting or likely to inflict severe psychological damage on 
another person, and for which the offender may be sentenced to 
imprisonment for 10 years or more. This calls for interpretation of 
whether an offence endangered the life or safety of another person or 
was likely to do so. For some offences this will be clear, but for 
others it will not be clear. 


This government wants to clearly indicate the offences for which a 
conditional sentence is never an option. This is what the relevant 
amendments contained in the bill before us address. Rather than 
leaving it to individual courts to determine whether a particular 
offence qualifies as a serious personal injury offence, it clearly 
identifies all offences which should never be eligible for a 
conditional sentence. It removes all of that uncertainty. 


Until the coming into force of Bill C-9 on December 1, 2007, 
sentencing courts only interpreted “serious personal injury offence” 
for the purpose of determining whether the threshold for a dangerous 
or long-term offender application had been met. That is from part 
XXIV of the Criminal Code. This is because the term had been 
enacted and defined for the dangerous and long-term offender 
provisions only. 


Since Bill C-9 came into force, courts have had to interpret the 
definition of “serious personal injury offences” in the context of 
conditional sentences, a context which is quite different from that for 
dangerous and long-term offenders. For instance, in the 2009 
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decision by the Alberta Court of Appeal in R. v. Ponticorvo, the 
court held that serious personal injury in the conditional sentence 
context included the use, or attempted use, of any violence and was 
not restricted to only the use of serious violence. In so doing, the 
court applied a different interpretation than it had to the same term in 
the dangerous offender context in R. v. Neve in 1999. 


In 2010 in R. v. Lebar, the Ontario Court of Appeal confirmed this 
approach and concluded that for the purposes of the availability of 
conditional sentences, Parliament created “a divide between crimes 
where violence is or is not used, not between crimes of serious 
violence and less serious violence”. That is in paragraph 69 of the 
decision. 


These cases illustrate there is considerable uncertainty about how 
the existing conditional sentence regime will be interpreted. This bill 
will provide the needed clarity and certainty to say which offences 
are not eligible for a conditional sentence. This will in turn prevent 
the need to wait for these issues to be finally resolved by the 
appellate courts, including perhaps the Supreme Court of Canada. 


Another concern we have is that the definition of “serious 
personal injury offences” on its face does not cover most serious 
property crimes which could still be eligible for a conditional 
sentence. For instance, fraud, which is an offence punishable by a 
maximum sentence of 14 years, is a very serious crime that can have 
a devastating impact on the lives of its victims, yet, according to the 
definition of “serious personal injury offence’, it is still technically 
eligible for a conditional sentence. 
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I should note, however, that a recent amendment to the Criminal 
Code which is not yet in force provides for a mandatory sentence of 
two years when the value of the fraud exceeds $1 million. In those 
cases a conditional sentence would not be available. 


In addition, the current prerequisites to the availability of a 
conditional sentence do not exclude drug offences, such as the 
production, importation and trafficking of heroin, unless they are 
committed as part of a criminal organization and provided that they 
are punishable by a maximum term of imprisonment of 10 years or 
more and prosecuted on indictment. 


However, as hon. members well know, this bill also includes the 
amendments that were proposed in former Bill S-10, which also died 
on the order paper at the dissolution of the last Parliament. It is 
proposed to create mandatory minimum penalties for certain drug 
offences which would make them ineligible for a conditional 
sentence. 
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It is my view that the current conditional sentencing regime fails 
to categorically make conditional sentences ineligible for many very 
serious crimes. Permitting the use of conditional sentences for some 
offences punishable by the highest maximum available in the code 
sends a message that certain offences punishable by a maximum of 
14 years or life are less serious than others punishable by the same 
maximum. This is not the message this Parliament should be sending 
to Canadians. 


Greater clarity and consistency is needed to limit the availability 
of conditional sentences and to protect Canadians from serious and 
violent offenders. In order to address these concerns, the proposed 
amendments contained in this bill would retain all the existing 
prerequisites for conditional sentences but would make it crystal 
clear which offences are ineligible. Specifically, the reforms would 
eliminate the reference to serious personal injury offences in section 
742.1 and would make all offences punishable by 14 years or life 
ineligible for a conditional sentence. 


This would, for instance, make the offences of fraud, robbery and 
many other crimes clearly ineligible for a conditional sentence. It 
would also make offences prosecuted on indictment and punishable 
by a maximum term of imprisonment of 10 years ineligible for a 
conditional sentence if they: result in bodily harm; involve the 
import or export, trafficking and production of drugs; or involve the 
use of a weapon. It is the opinion of the government that where these 
circumstances are present, there is a need to emphasize the 
sentencing objectives of denunciation and deterrence and therefore 
eliminate the possibility of a conditional sentence. 


In order to ensure that all serious crimes are caught, this bill also 
proposes a list of 11 specific offences prosecuted on indictment and 
punishable by a maximum sentence of 10 years that would be 
ineligible for a conditional sentence. These offences are: prison 
breach, criminal harassment, sexual assault, kidnapping, trafficking 
in persons, abduction of persons under the age of 14 years, motor 
vehicle theft, theft over $5,000, breaking and entering a place other 
than a dwelling house, being unlawfully in a dwelling house, and 
arson for fraudulent purposes. 


Some hon. members might notice there are three differences from 
the list that was contained in Bill C-16. 


First, the offence of luring a child was taken out of the list of 
offences punishable by 10 years' imprisonment on indictment 
because clause 22 of the bill proposes a mandatory minimum 
penalty of one year on indictment and 90 days on summary 
conviction. Therefore, this offence would be ineligible for a 
conditional sentence. 


The second change was the addition of a new motor vehicle theft 
offence described at section 333.1 of the Criminal Code. This 
addition would ensure consistency with the restriction on the 
availability of conditional sentences for theft over $5,000. 


Last, former Bill C-16 eliminated the possibility of house arrest 
for the abduction of a person under the age of 14 by a parent, 
guardian or person having the lawful care or charge of that person. 
The intention, however, was to target the abduction of a person 
under the age of 14 by a stranger. This has been rectified in the bill 
by replacing the reference to section 283 by a reference to section 
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281 in the list of offences punishable by a maximum sentence of 10 
years' imprisonment and prosecuted on indictment that are ineligible 
for a conditional sentence. 
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This government is committed to ensuring that conditional 
sentences are used the way they were originally intended to be 
used, and that.is for less serious offences. I am confident the more 
appropriate use of conditional sentence orders will strengthen public 
confidence in the sanction and administration of justice. 


I am the chair of the Conservative Party's law enforcement officers 
caucus, which is made up of 11 people from both the House of 
Commons and the Senate who have previous experience in police 
investigations, in corrections and in other law enforcement agencies. 
We stand together to support this bill, because we have seen first 
hand how detrimental these conditional sentences and many of the 
other aspects of the bill have been to our communities. We have seen 
the victims of these offences suffer terribly. We have been at the 
front line to say that we are sorry the system failed them. 


We will not stand by and allow the system to continue to fail them. 
We are the police officers, the corrections officers and the law 
enforcement officers in this House. They do not exist in any other 
party. We stand together to support this bill. 


I would ask, in fact on behalf of victims I would beg, members of 
the opposition to please support this bill to make sure that our streets 
and communities are safe. This is imperative to continue to live in 
the most incredible country in the world. 


Mr. Speaker, I am happy to answer questions from members 
across the way, and I would implore them to think about the victims 
as they ask their questions. 
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Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
let us talk about the system failing. Ashley Smith was a young girl 
who entered the correctional system at 15. By October 31, 2006, Ms. 
Smith was transferred to Nova Institution for Women in Nova 
Scotia, a federal institution. Through 2007, Ms. Smith was 
transferred a total of 17 times between eight institutions during 11 
months in federal custody. The beginning of Ms. Smith's journey in 
the criminal system was for throwing crabapples at a mailman. 


The government talks about law and order, but how will it prevent 
the next Ashley Smith case within its correctional service if it does 
not fund programs for rehabilitation and mental health? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Mr. Speaker, the case of Ashley Smith is 
very tragic. As a former member of the public safety committee in 
the last Parliament, I was very fortunate to travel across this country 
and to other countries to observe the programs that are available in 
our corrections system for those who suffer with mental illness and 
to compare them to systems that exist in other countries. 
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Time after time we spoke with people involved in the corrections 
system, those who were caretakers, those who were involved in the 
actual delivery of the health care that was being provided, and some 
of the people who were incarcerated and were benefiting from the 
program. 


I can assure the member there are programs. We invest millions of 
dollars in those programs because we, too, believe that we have to 
address some of these problems, such as the mental health situations 
of the incarcerated, and the addictions of the incarcerated. That is an 
important priority for the government. That is why we have a 
national anti-drug strategy that focuses not only on enforcement, but 
on treatment and education. 


We will continue to put that money toward those efforts because 
we know it makes our communities safer. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as someone 
involved in law enforcement, the hon. member undoubtedly knows 
that the vast majority of conditional sentences are granted in cases 
that are less serious. Conditional sentences in more serious cases or 
for more serious offences are extremely rare. 


Given the focus of the remarks on conditional sentences, if we 
were to tighten up on conditional sentences, we would be putting 
more people on the lower end of the severity scale in jail. These 
people would end up in provincial institutions, not in federal 
institutions. | 


In many institutions across the country the provincial incarcera- 
tion facilities are absolutely stretched to the max; they are at 
capacity. If we take away discretion from judges, if we do not trust 
them to apply this law properly and we tell them they are required to 
put.these people in jail, I would like the hon. member opposite to lay 
out for the House the compensation package her government has in 
mind to cover the costs that would be downloaded to the provinces 
for putting the people in jail who would otherwise be serving their 
sentences in the community. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Mr. Speaker, there were several questions 
and comments in that. 


Let me first address his statement with regard to conditional 
sentences and there being people who would be incarcerated for 
lower-class sentences. I want to ask the member this. Of the list that 
we are trying to include as serious offences, what does he think a 
lower-class offence is? Was it the sexual assault that was benefiting 
from a conditional sentence? Was it perhaps the kidnapping that was 
benefiting from a conditional sentence? Was it the trafficking in 
persons? Was it the motor vehicle theft? Was it the prison breach? 


These are offences for which I, as a police officer, spent much of 
my time chasing the offender while out on house arrest. These are 
serious offences that must be dealt with and there must deterrence 
and denunciation. These must never have the ability of an offender to 
receive a conditional sentence. 


© (1330) 
[Translation] 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
her clarifications regarding criminal law. I know that she has a great 
deal of experience in this area. . 
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I would like her to provide some examples. We know that 
opponents of this bill, in Quebec especially, will always pit 
rehabilitation against deterrence, but these are not exclusive of one 
another—they are complementary. Once again, I would like my 
colleague to share some examples from her experience, regarding 
what she sees in this bill, and of the benefits that this will have for 
the public in terms of protecting Canadians and Quebeckers. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Mr. Speaker, I thank the minister for this 
excellent question. 


As the minister indicated, I do have a great deal of experience in 
this area. The bill aims to protect the safety of our society and our 
communities through such measures as the elimination of condi- 
tional sentences, because we know that they only cause further 
suffering to the victims. However, this is not only about victims. 
When those who commit crimes are incarcerated, they have access to 
programs that could benefit them and help them become law-abiding 
citizens. It is important to remember that. Access to such programs is 
crucial to offenders. Our government is investing its efforts and 
financial resources in order to support and promote these programs 
and to give incarcerated offenders a chance to do their best to change 
their lives, to get out when their sentence ends and to become law- 
abiding, contributing members of society. 


Mr. Romeo Saganash (Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik— 
Eeyou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, first of all, I would like to congratulate 
the parliamentary secretary on her admirable defence. 


I would like to ask the same question as the person who preceded 
me on this side of the House, since the hon. member did not answer 
the question. I know this government prides itself on being a 
responsible government. I would like to know the additional costs 
associated with this bill. I also want to know what percentage of the 
cost of the bill will be downloaded to the provinces. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. 
member for his question. 


As he can see, in the House we sometimes ask three, four or five 
questions at once and, unfortunately, the person speaking does not 
always have time to respond to all those questions. 


Let us talk about costs. In my opinion, the most significant costs 
are the costs to victims. Generally speaking, it is the victims who 
pay. It is said that it is the victims, not the offenders, who pay 
between 83% and 86% of the costs associated with crime. 


The hon. member referred to the cost to the provinces. He was not 
here when this bill was first introduced in the third session, but 
crown attorneys and attorneys general from all provinces supported 
the changes we are proposing. The hon. member is saying that the 
prisons are full, but that is not true. There is room. We will make 
more room because victims should not be paying the costs of crime. 
We will make sure that they are not. 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in my opinion, Bill C-10 perfectly 
illustrates the government's indifference: indifference to the facts, 
indifference to the evidence and indifference to a government's 
obligation to govern effectively. 
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The facts are clear. So far, a number of members have reported 
them and members will continue to do so throughout the debate. 
According to Statistics Canada and many other organizations, crime 
in Canada has been steadily decreasing over the past 20 years. We 
are not currently in the midst of a crime crisis. Yes, crimes are being 
committed. Yes, we must address the issue of crime. However, we do 
not need to use a sledgehammer to kill a fly, like Bill C-10. In light 
of this fact, we see that the government is basing its actions on 
fiction. Clearly, Statistics Canada includes only reported crimes: yet, 
the number of unreported crimes has allegedly skyrocketed. 
However, by definition, unreported crimes are not counted or 
countable. This is a work of pure fiction created by a government 
that refuses to see the facts, refuses to acknowledge them and refuses 
to take them into account. The government is using fiction to justify 
its bill. 


The evidence is also clear. This is nothing but a tough on crime 
bill. However, minimum sentences and tougher sentences for crime 
are absolutely not deterrents. I challenge anyone across the way to 
present a credible study that shows that crime in Canada will be 
significantly reduced or dealt with because of deterrents. That is not 
the case. 


I think this government is also profoundly indifferent to good 
governance. The previous question was addressed to the parliamen- 
tary secretary, but she did not answer it for obvious reasons: this 
government has no idea of the exorbitant costs ahead for the federal 
and provincial governments of the measures it wants to put in effect. 
That is quite clear. I will come back to the issue of cost because it is 
central to the NDP's opposition to this bill. 


Something else that illustrates this government's indifference to 
good governance is the Canadian Bar Association's opposition to 
these measures. We keep hearing about the fact that law enforcement 
is in favour of these measures, but if we look at the administration of 
justice side of things, which will have to deal with the consequences 
of increased measures on the enforcement side, we see a rather fierce 
resistance. 


I would like the government to take into consideration not just 
what the Canadian Police Association is saying, but also what the 
Canadian Bar Association thinks of all this. Both are important. 


I will read what the Canadian Bar Association said barely two 
days ago: 

The Canadian Bar Association (CBA) has concerns with several aspects of the 

government’s proposed omnibus crime bill, including mandatory minimum sentences 


and overreliance on incarceration, constraints on judges’ discretion to ensure a fair 
result in each case, and the bill’s impact on specific, already disadvantaged groups. 


The government must stop talking about law enforcement and 
Start taking other considerations into account, including the 
administration of justice, which will be adversely affected if this 
bill is passed. 


I was happy to hear the Minister of Public Safety speak this 
morning. He clarified something very important that we knew on this 
side of the House but that had always been avoided by the 
government. I am talking about the fact that this bill has essentially 
been inspired by the United States. I think that if we look at Hansard, 
it is clear that this bill was inspired by the United States. Not only 
was it inspired by the United States, but it was inspired by an 
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American approach that failed in the United States, because it did not 
provide any deterrent. The crime rate is higher in that country. 


In the United States, this approach also failed to provide security 
and to ensure public order. Yet the government would have us 
believe that this bill would do just that. Earlier this morning, my 
colleague from Ottawa Centre made reference to the advice of Newt 
Gingrich, whom no one could confuse with a progressive and who 
had this warning for jurisdictions in Canada and Europe that wanted 
to follow the American example: it did not work. 
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We can also see the impact this approach had on a state like Texas, 
where skyrocketing costs greatly contributed to the economic and 
tax crisis experienced by the state government. This led to the 
abolition of measures such as minimum sentences, which did not 
work and which are extremely expensive in comparison to the 
impact they can have. 


I am also happy that the Minister of Public Safety's comments 
demonstrated that he was fully under the illusion that the provinces 
are demanding such a bill en masse and that they are prepared to take 
on the soaring costs that will result. There are anecdotal examples of 
provinces that would like more serious legislation, but that is not the 
case in Quebec, for one. I will quote a motion adopted by the Quebec 
National Assembly in 2001 that, I believe, would be adopted again 
today. It states: 


THAT the National Assembly ask the Government of Canada to establish within 
the criminal justice system for young persons a special plan for Québec, namely the 
Young Offenders Act, to fully take into account its specific intervention model. 


The young offender issue means a lot to me, because for two years 
in a previous life, I worked in a youth centre that deals with young 
offenders, a centre called Ressources Alternatives Rive-Sud. I 
worked there for nearly two years and had to deal with young people 
who had committed crimes ranging from shoplifting to assault. My 
responsibility was to meet with groups of these youth in order to 
make them aware of the consequences and the social cost of their 
actions. 


This approach worked, and I will explain why. I gave dozens of 
sessions to hundreds of youth over the course of nearly two years. I 
saw only five cases of recidivism, cases in which the young offender 
came back to the centre. This clearly shows that the approach taken 
when dealing with young offenders in Quebec is working. This 
approach is not based on incarceration and cracking down on crime, 
but rather on rehabilitation and restorative justice for the victims. 


By combining provisions for young offenders with eight other 
bills, this bill is like using a sledgehammer to kill a fly. This bill 
addresses some serious problems that we might all agree on, but they 
should have been dealt with individually. The government's 
irresponsible decision, and that is what it was, was to lump them 
all together, which means we cannot address the serious, real 
problems because the bill covers things that are not necessarily 
problems at all and that undermine solutions that have been 
successful in the past. 
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I mentioned the question of the cost. It has been difficult to get an 
answer from the government on that. According to estimates by 
Conservative Senator Pierre-Hugues Boisvenu, it could cost up to 
$2.7 billion over five years. That is a huge amount of money, which 
the government has not taken into account or confirmed. It has 
mentioned, however, that this $2.7 billion is but a drop in the bucket 
compared to the victims' costs, which it calculated at about 
$99 billion. 


There is nothing at all in Bill C-10 to ensure that the cost of crime 
and the cost to victims will be less than $99 billion. There is nothing 
in this bill to really help victims. This bill puts forward an approach 
with a much stronger focus on imprisonment and deterrence, but 
deterrence does not work. 


If the cost to victims is truly $99 billion, as stated by Senator 
Boisvenu, I challenge the members of the government to show us 
how passing this bill will decrease this amount. 


Once again, I would like to focus on the issue of good governance, 
which the government has not adequately addressed. 
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As members will recall, when Bill C-25 was introduced, we 
repeatedly asked the Minister of Public Safety about the economic 
impact of this bill, which dealt, among other things, with the two- 
year credit for each year of pre-sentencing custody. 


After being asked the question repeatedly, the minister finally said 
that the bill would cost approximately $90 million. Then, after more 
questions were asked and more evidence was presented, he had to 
adjust that figure, and he said that, in the end, it would cost 
approximately $2 billion. The Parliamentary Budget Officer dis- 
agreed with that figure as well and demonstrated that the bill would 
not cost the Canadian treasury $90 million or even $2 billion but 
rather $5 billion. 


This type of approach, where the government tries to shove an 
omnibus bill down Canadians’ throats without regard for the cost, 
without even calculating the costs and without telling all Canadians 
what those costs are, is completely irresponsible. 


I mentioned minimum sentences. This will be a very expensive 
measure. We know what happened in Texas, where they have 
decided to abandon this approach. More and more jurisdictions are 
dropping this approach because it does not have a deterrent effect. It 
is not an effective deterrent. At present, the Conservative govern- 
ment does not seem interested in controlling the cost of the prison 
system. Since the Conservatives came to power in 2006, the cost of 
the prison system has increased by 86% and, in 2013, it is expected 
to double compared to the first year. We are talking about $3 billion 
more. 


What further costs will this bill entail? We have no idea. 
@ (1345) 
[English] 
The government is trying to use rhetoric as well to bring forth its 


argument or to try to discredit arguments. Rhetoric is fine, but it has 
to be accurate at some point. 


Government Orders 


The government is talking about being tough on crime. It is hard 
to be tough on crime.when it does not concern itself with the facts 
and evidence and replaces them with fiction. That does not 
demonstrate good governance. That is not being tough on crime; 
that is being stupid on crime. 


[Translation] 


I would like to remind this government that, in the May 2, 2011 
election, more than 60% of Canadians rejected this approach. The 
Conservatives should not be talking about a strong mandate and 
trying to shove this down Quebeckers' and Canadians' throats, 
because more than 60% of Canadians rejected it after the © 
Conservatives made it central to their election platform. 


The NDP will respect the message sent by Canadians and oppose 
this American-style bill, a bill that will not lower the crime rate, that 
will not reduce the number of crimes committed. 


As an aside, I would like to mention the impact that such a 
coercive and repressive approach has had in the United States. In 
absolute terms, the United States now has the largest prison 
population. More than 2.3 million Americans, or almost 1% of the 
population, are currently locked away in U.S. prisons. That is more 
than in China, more than in Russia. 


Is that really the model we want to adopt? Do we really want to 
build prisons, as the Americans have done, without any impact on 
the crime rate, since the crime rate in the United States is much 
higher than it is in Canada? When we are looking to take measures to 
deal with crime; we have to adopt measures that are smart and follow 
concrete examples of good management in other countries, not from 
countries whose approaches have been proved a failure. 


Indeed, we have to fight crime. Indeed, victims need to be 
supported by Parliament, but offering them a bill like this is 
completely off target—I know: I have been a victim of crime, 
including burglaries. 


The NDP approach has always been a balanced approach between 
rehabilitation, restorative justice and addressing the problems in the 
legal system and the parole system, which would help reinforce what 
deserves to be reinforced. Again, this bill is all over the map. Instead 
of addressing this issue more precisely and effectively, the 
government is taking a scattershot approach and trying to pass 
something, which in some ways will succeed, but in several other 
very significant ways will completely change Canada's philosophy 
of justice. 
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The government talks about law and order, but it is clear that when 
it comes to law enforcement, the Conservative government has 
already made up its mind, as it completely ignores the other side of 
the law, which will be accepted and administered by judges, lawyers 
and members of the Canadian Bar Association. I quoted the 
Canadian Bar Association earlier. Its voice deserves to receive more 
attention than it has so far. 


Other people, other lawyers, others in the justice system have 
spoken out as well. I would like to mention what Daniel MacRury, 
crown attorney for Nova Scotia, had to say. Among other things, he 
said that sometimes judges have no alternative but to incarcerate 
people who are mentally ill and could be placed in the health care 
system instead. This is one of the major consequences that is 
completely ignored by the government in its bill. 


Other organizations have already spoken out against this bill. The 
Canadian Paediatric Society represents more than 3,000 pediatricians 
—child specialists—throughout the country. They are very con- 
cerned about the impact that this bill will have on children. Not only 
is the society very concerned, but it is proposing that a national 
youth crime prevention strategy be adopted instead. Such a strategy 
does not exist at present. We do not have a Strategy to prevent youth 
crime. The Conservatives do not want it and prefer to play hardball 
in order to please one particular voter base, among others, that they 
have attracted. 


I can also say that the Canadian Council of Child and Youth 
Advocates opposes this bill. We are debating a bill that is supposed 
to help victims and take the best interests of children and youth into 
account. But it obviously does not do so. 


@ (1350) 
[English] 


Even the media is starting to get on board with the opposition bill. 
It actually sees what the bill is about. 


I will quote the Nanaimo Daily News today, which has some 
interesting comments and insights into what is going on right now. It 
states, “Determined to pander to his political supporters, Prime 
Minister Stephen Harper tabled an omnibus crime bill Tuesday that 
is both unnecessary— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order, please. I 
would just like to remind the member and all other members that you 
cannot refer to other members in the chamber by their given name, 
whether you are doing it directly or indirectly in a media quote. 


Mr. Guy Caron: My apologies, Mr. Speaker. I was reading from 
the article but I understand the point. I will restart. The article states: 
Determined to pander to his political supporters, [the] Prime Minster tabled an 
omnibus crime bill Tuesday that is both unnecessary and foolish....The bill is foolish 
because it comes with a huge price. Prior to the last election, the Harper government 
said it wanted to spend $2 billion to expand— 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order, please. I know 
we are just freshly back in September, but I would remind the hon. 
member to avoid using names. 


Mr. Guy Caron: I am getting used to it, Mr. Speaker. I will 
continue: 
The bill is foolish because it comes with'a huge price. Prior to the last election, 


the...government said it wanted to spend $2 billion to expand and build new federal 
penitentiaries...[the] crime bill seeks to crack down on young offenders, drug dealers, 


sexual predators and Canadians in foreign prisons is under fire from critics, who 
rightly argue it's a waste of time and money since crime rates are declining in the 
country. 


> 


There are aspects of the proposed legislation that make sense... 


However, it goes too far and fails to recognize Statistics Canada data from the past 
few years that indicate crime is actually going down in this country. It also ignores 
American studies that say locking people up for longer doesn't help reform them.... 


The bill focuses on incarceration rather than crime prevention. What is more cost- 
efficient, jail time after the fact at $50,000 a year per inmate, or crime prevention and 
restorative justice programs that cost peanuts in comparison? 


The Nanaimo Daily News gets it and I would like the government 
to get it as well. We cannot, as the NDP, vote in favour of something 
that is so broad and imprecise and would actually impede the way 
that justice has been working in our country, rather than trying to 
address those specific issues that are being brought by anecdote. 


I am really proud to follow what 60% of Canadians have told us 
they want us to do, which is to oppose the bill and this mentality. 
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Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
Canada's ombudsman for prisons says that there is a shortfall of 
mental health services for offenders. There are gaps in capacity, 
quality and standards. Criminalizing and warehousing the mentally 
ill does nothing to improve public safety and burdens the Justice 
system. 


What impact does my hon. colleague think the bill will have on 
the number of mentally ill entering the prison system, the prison 
environment, rehabilitation programs and violence and lockdowns? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague 
for her very relevant question. 


The Canadian Paediatric Society report, for one, is very clear on 
this subject. Prevention is absolutely crucial when it comes to 
dealing with crime and youth crime, and crime which has an impact 
on youth. 


As it stands, this bill make absolutely no mention of prevention, 
rehabilitation or restorative justice for victims. It just hammers away 
at one particular aspect—coercion or incarceration. This bill is 
completely unbalanced. My hon. colleague has every reason to raise 
this particular point because it demonstrates one of the major 
weaknesses of Bill C-10, which we should be opposing. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to congratulate my colleague on his excellent speech. It is yet 
more proof that Quebec elected young Quebeckers who will help the 
House of Commons during this Parliament. 
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I would like to ask my colleague and neighbour a question. Today, 
we have repeatedly questioned the government about the cost of this 
bill. All day, the Conservatives have skirted the issue. They have yet 
to answer the question. Does my colleague know why the 
Conservatives do not want to answer our question about the cost 
of this bill? 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, we have an initial indication of 
what this could cost—there is talk of $2.7 billion over five years. 
And that is likely a very conservative estimate if we look at other 
estimates we have been given, such as the one for another crime bill, 
which went from $90 million to $5 billion. If that trend continues, 
we will be looking at far more than $2.7 billion over five years. 


And yes, the government is refusing to answer this question. The 
Parliamentary Budget Officer said that he does not have the 
information he requires to be able to make a useful and valid 
evaluation. I would like to use this question to send a message to the 
government and say that if it wishes to govern in a transparent way 
that respects the principles of good governance, they should give us 
these numbers and costs, not only for the federal government, but 
also for the provincial governments. And these amounts should also 
be evaluated by the Parliamentary Budget Officer. 


[English] 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I thank my friend for a very good, clear and articulate description of 
the problems that I think all members on the opposition benches 
have with Bill C-10. 


I would have liked to have been able to pose this to a government 
member but I have not had an opportunity in this round. I am baffled 
by the fact that virtually every criminologist and expert who has 
looked at the issue of minimum mandatory sentences has concluded 
that they do not work. In fact, a recent article in the Criminology & 
Public Policy begins with this sentence: 


Mandatory minimums are a classic instance of criminology and public policy 
marching in different directions. 


Every member of this House wants to end crime and every 
member wants to protect victims. 


I would like to ask the member if he has been able to find any 
expert evidence that would support the government's approach. 


© (1400) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my hon. 
colleague for her question. ; 


There is absolutely no proof of this, be it from criminologists, 
sociologists, academics or anyone else who is concerned with this 
topic. There is not a single study, Canadian or American, that 
demonstrates the validity of the approach this government is 
currently favouring. No studies demonstrate that tougher minimum 
sentences create a deterrent. It has been seen in the United States in 
particular, but also is true for Canada. We have no concrete idea of 
how much this approach will cost, but we know it will be a lot. And 
there will be absolutely no impact on reducing crime and the 
associated costs for victims. That is why this bill is unacceptable. 
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If the government had been responsible, it would have split this 
bill. That would have allowed the opposition to support certain 
positive elements in a consensus, as happened with the mega-trials 
bill in June. But that is impossible in this case. 


[English] 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
I have been in and out of the House, so I have not heard the entire 
speech. However, I think what concerns many on the opposition 
benches is whether this would shift us closer to some of the failed 
experiences in the United States where we have seen republicans 
who have tried to take a similar approach on justice matters and 
where we have seen states that have really bankrupted themselves 
because of the costs of incarceration and the costs of dealing with 
Justice issues such as the ones in this bill. 


Does the member see this bill as a dangerous move toward that 
type of justice system? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for his 
question. 


I do see this as a step in that direction. I do not think we need to 
look any further than the statements made this morning by the 
Minister of Public Safety, who was making comparisons and 
defending some of the provisions in the bill based on what has been 
done in the United States. It is clear that this bill was inspired by the 
American approach. If we look at the facts and at what happened in 
the United States after several of these measures were adopted, for 
instance, minimum sentences, it is clear that it has been a completely 
unmanageable burden for several states, including Texas, which is 
paying the price today. Once again, it has had very little, if any, 
impact on crime rates. 


[English] 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, my colleague included in his remarks something that is 
important to us as the official opposition that, in addition to 
opposing, we also be proposing. One of the items the member 
referred to in terms of proposals as an alternative to what the 
government has put forward is the issue of restorative justice. This is 
a cornerstone of an alternate direction to deal with matters such as 
we have before us now. 


I wonder if the member would be good enough to explain to 
members in the House and anyone who is watching at home the 
important meaning of restorative justice as an alternative approach to 
the sledgehammer we have seen from the government. 


[Translation] 
Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the hon. member 


asked me this question, since this is an issue in which I was very 
involved during the years I spent at youth centres. 
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In order to help victims overcome the effects of a crime, it is 
important to show them that there is justice in their case. However, 
they also need to be able to confront the person who committed the 
crime, as the hon. member suggested. We are not necessarily talking 
about extremely serious crimes, but such may be the case. I have 
seen certain cases where people who were the victims of a break and 
enter or an assault were able, under supervision of course, to speak 
with the offender in order to understand why the offender committed 
the crime and to be more at peace with what happened. To see the 
justice system deal with the situation in this manner is much more 
meaningful for victims and helps them to cope better than if they 
were not involved in the process and the offender were punished 
using only coercive justice. 


@ (1405) 
[English] 

Mr. Dean Allison (Niagara West—Glanbrook, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is a great pleasure to be here today to speak in support of 
Bill C-10, the safe streets and communities act. Our Prime Minister, 


our justice minister and, indeed, our government has led on this 
important issue and I think we have done a great job on this. 


At first the title of the legislation may appear broad, and indeed it 
is, but for a good reason. The measures contained within this 
legislation cover a range of provisions that will protect families, 
stand up for victims and hold offenders more accountable. The safe 
streets and communities act is part of the government's commitment 
to deliver on that mandate and meet it effectively and in the best 
interests of Canadian families. 


I will just review some of the proposed amendments in the 
legislation that would make our communities safer. The first one is 
by extending greater protection to the most vulnerable members of 
society, as well as victims of terrorism. 


Another one is further enhancing the ability of our justice system 
to hold criminals accountable for their actions. What a concept, 
actually holding criminals accountable for their actions. 


A third item is helping to improve the safety and security of all. 


Canadians. I am not sure why the opposition would be so opposed to 
something like that. 


The safe streets and communities act would better protect children 
and youth from sexual predators, increase penalties for organized 
drug crime, end house arrest for serious crimes, protect the public 
from violent young offenders, eliminate pardons for serious crimes, 
enshrine in law a number of additional key factors in deciding 
whether an offender would be granted a transfer back to Canada, 
increase offender accountability and support victims of crime, 
support victims of terrorism, and protect vulnerable foreign nationals 
against abuse and exploitation. I am not sure why the opposition 
would actually be opposed to any of those measures as we are trying 
to work in the best interests of Canadian families. 


As we have heard from my hon. colleagues, the provisions in the 
legislation are comprehensive. There are several measures that fall 
under Public Safety Canada. These include: giving victims of 
terrorism the ability to seek justice against individuals that carry out 
a terrorist attack; eliminating pardons for those who commit multiple 
serious crimes or sexual offences against children; and putting in 
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place a system wherein offenders have more responsibility for their 
own rehabilitation. 


It also includes changes to the International Transfer of Offenders 
Act, which I will return to in just a moment. 


It proposes changes to laws that fall under the responsibility of the 
Department of Justice, including helping to protect children from 
sexual predators by increasing penalties for sexual offences against 
children, as well as creating two new offences that take aim at 
conduct that could facilitate the sexual abuse of a child, such as 
luring. I know my hon. colleague, the member for Niagara Falls, has 
done a great job and has been a great champion on these things. 


The bill also targets issues such as organized drug crime and, in 
the use of conditional sentence or house arrest for serious crimes, 
making amendments to ensure that violent and repeat young 
offenders are held accountable for their actions. It would also 
protect foreign workers who are vulnerable to falling into 
exploitation and trafficking. 


These are all bills that Canadians have seen before, some going 
back as far as 2007. 


Our government kept working in a minority government to get 
these bills passed and now we are taking strong, decisive action in 
the form of the safe streets and communities act. 


I am very hopeful that we will see the support of all the hon. 
members in the House as we work to keep Canadian families safer. 


In the recent Speech from the Throne, we pledged: 


Our Government will defend the rights of law-abiding citizens, and it will 
promote Canadian values and interests at home and abroad. 


Canadians know that our government is a government of action, 
and when we say that we will do something, we do it. We made a 
pledge that we would reintroduce a comprehensive law and order 
legislation within a hundred siting days of the new Parliament and, 
with this bill, we are following through on that pledge. 


The Speech from the Throne also stated: 


The Government of Canada has no more fundamental duty than to protect the 
personal safety of our citizens and defend against threats to our national security. 


This statement is at the heart of our efforts to strengthen our law 
and our court systems. It is the spirit and intent that is woven into 
this important legislation that we have passed since 2006 that gives 
our law enforcement better tools and resources, that address violent 
and gun crimes, that protects our children and other vulnerable 
citizens and that ensures that offenders serve sentences that match 
the severity of the crimes being committed. 
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The statement also guides our government's decision to invest in 
crime prevention programs for youth in disadvantaged communities. 
I know that has been a concern of the opposition, and it has been 
mentioned that money should be spent on programs. Well, here it is. 
That is why the next phase of Canada's economic action plan 
includes the investment of $7.5 million annually to renew the youth 
gang prevention fund. 


This statement was top of mind when we developed the 
comprehensive legislation before us today. While this legislation 
covers several provisions, I will take my time today to talk about a 
specific element of Bill C-10, the section that will amend the 
International Transfer of Offenders Act. 


Before we go further, let us take a brief look at the history of this 
legislation. 


As hon. members well know, Canada has been a party to 
international treaties related to transfer of offenders since 1978. By 
numbers, we have signed 14 bilateral treaties and 3 multilateral 
conventions with more than 60 countries to allow for the transfer of 
offenders. 


There are many technical factors to take into consideration in 
transferring an offender. For example, the offender has to be serving 
a sentence for being involved in an activity that would also be 
punishable as a crime in Canada. As well, in most cases the offender 
must have at least six months remaining in his or her sentence, and 
there must be a consent of all three parties: Canada, the nation where 
the offender was sentenced, and the offender. 


The initial legislation was modernized in 2004, and now, in the 
interest of public safety, the time has come to amend it again so that 
we can ensure Canadians feel secure in the decisions the government 
makes to bring offenders back to Canada. 


I am happy to have the opportunity today to talk about what this 
amendment will and will not do and to set the record straight on a 
number of fronts. The legislation before us today proposes important 
amendments to the International Transfer of Offenders Act in order 
to help ensure that the commitment to protecting the safety and 
security of Canadians, which I know all of us share, is taken into 
account when considering the offender's request for transfer. 


I would like to underline the two important components of the 
legislation before us and discuss them in further detail shortly. 


Let me first briefly discuss what Bill C-10 will do. - 


Hon. members will know that under the present rules, the Minister 
of Public Safety is required to take several factors into account when 
considering an offender's request for a transfer. These factors include 
consideration of whether the offender's return to Canada would 
constitute a threat to the security of Canada; whether the offender left 
or remained outside Canada with the intention of abandoning 
Canada as a place of permanent residence; whether the foreign entity 
or its prison system presents a serious threat to the offender's security 
or human rights; and whether, in the opinion of the minister, the 
offender will, after the transfer, commit a terrorism offence or 
criminal organization offence within the meaning of section 2 of the 
Criminal Code. 
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The proposed Bill C-10 keeps those factors in place. The minister 
will still be able to consider these factors, as well as several others 
that are itemized in the existing act. 


What Bill C-10 does do, however, is expressly stipulate that one 
of the key purposes of the International Transfer of Offenders Act is 
to protect the safety of Canadians. It means that the greater good of 
Canadians, and not first the good of the offender, is given its rightful 
place. 


The bottom line is that Canadians want a justice system that 
works, and they also want a corrections system that effectively 
balances the rights of victims and law-abiding citizens. That is what 
the proposed amendments that our government has introduced will 
do. 


The legislation our government has introduced recognizes that 
public safety should be a stated purpose in the determination of all 
offender transfer requests. Under the proposed amendments, the act's 
purpose would now read: 


The purpose of this Act is to enhance public safety and to contribute to the 
administration of justice and the rehabilitation of offenders and their reintegration 
into the community by enabling offenders to serve their sentences in the country of 
which they are citizens or nationals. 


This means that public safety is placed at the forefront of the 
decision-making process, which is exactly where it belongs. The 
proposed amendments will also help to protect the safety of family 
members and children. It will do that by stipulating in legislation that 
the minister may consider whether a transfer will endanger the safety 
of a family member or of a child. This would apply in the case of an 
offender who has been convicted of an offence against a family 
member or who has been convicted of a sexual offence involving a 
child. 


@ (1415) 


As well, Bill C-10 would include additional factors that may be 
considered in assessing requests for the transfer back to Canada, 
such as whether an offender has participated in a rehabilitation 
program. 


There are omissions in the current legislation as it now stands. 
That is why Bill C-10 is an important bill. Bill C-10 would protect 
the safety and security of Canadians by clearly recognizing in the 
legislation itself that public safety considerations are at the centre of 
all offender transfer requests. 


Under the proposed amendments, Bill C-10 would also give the 
Minister of Public Safety more flexibility in the decision-making 
process itself. I have heard reference made to the fact that Bill C-10 
provides the minister with too much discretionary authority to 
consider any factor he or she would like. I would like to remind all 
hon. members, however, that while it is non-explicit in the existing 
act, the courts have stated that the minister may also consider and 
refer to factors other than those listed in the existing section 10 as 
long as they are linked to the purpose of the act. 
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I have also heard reference made to the fact that the minister 
would no longer be compelled in the legislation to consider a list of 
factors, but “may consider” any or all itemized factors if appropriate. 
Some have suggested the change from “shall consider” to “may 
consider” in Bill C-10 puts too much discretion at the hands of the 
minister. This is not the case. In fact, all decisions would still need to 
be reasonable and rendered in accordance with the purpose of the 
act. 


As hon. members may well know, the courts have called for more 
transparency in decision-making. Bill C-10 answers this call by 
enabling a clear articulation of the pertinent considerations in each 
case. The proposed amendments clearly articulate the factors that 
may be taken into account when considering a request for transfer, 
based on the unique facts and circumstances of each case. 


In addition, to ensure that public safety is a principal consideration 
in offender transfer requests, Bill C-10 would also provide for the 
consideration of other factors, many of which are in line with other 
reforms currently under way within the corrections system. These 
other factors would include whether, in the minister's opinion, the 
offender is likely to continue to engage in criminal activity after the 
transfer; the offender's health; and whether the offender had refused 
to participate in a rehabilitation or reintegration program. ; 


In addition, Bill C-10 notes that the minister may consider 
whether the offender has accepted responsibility for the offence for 
which he or she has been convicted, including acknowledging any 
harm that has been done to victims and to the community; the 
manner in which the offender would be supervised after the transfer 
while serving the remainder of his or her sentence in Canada; and 
whether the offender has co-operated with, or has undertaken to co- 
operate with, law enforcement. 


To sum up, the basic principles of the International Transfer of 
Offenders Act would remain intact, but the amendments we are 
proposing today would enhance the act by ensuring that public 
safety is stated in law as an integral part of the decision-making 
process for the transfer of offenders. It would put in writing that the 
minister may consider factors such as the safety of family members 
and our most vulnerable, our children, before granting a transfer of 
another offender back to Canada. It would also bring greater 
transparency and responsiveness to the decision-making process. 


These are sensible changes. Tthey are balanced and they are fair. 
Therefore, I urge all hon. members to vote in favour of the 
legislation before us today and to work with the government to 
ensure its speedy passage. 


Once again, to summarize what this legislation is about, the 
proposed amendments are about greater protection to the most 
vulnerable members of our society as well as victims of terrorism. 


© (1420) 


It is also important that we look at holding criminals accountable 
for their actions and trying to improve the safety and security of all 
Canadians. I do not what hon. members or, quite frankly, Canadians 
would not support that. 


The safe streets and communities act is about protecting children 
and youth from sexual predators, increasing penalties for organized 
drug crimes, ending house arrest for serious crimes, protecting the 
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public from violent young offenders, eliminating pardons for serious 
crimes, enshrining in law a number of additional key factors in 
deciding whether an offender would be granted a transfer back to 
Canada, increasing offender accountability, supporting victims of 
crime, supporting victims of terrorism and protecting vulnerable 
foreign nationals against abuse and exploitation. 


I heard questions in previous rounds about minimum sentencing, 
why that seemed to be a problem and that experts talked about that. I 
do not know why we would oppose minimum sentencing, certainly 
as it relates to the exploitation of children. I believe minimum 
mandatory sentencing would be important to keep those violent 
criminals behind bars. 


Once again, I encourage all members of the House to support Bill 
C-10. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I find it completely astounding that the Conservatives 
keep using the idea of the fight against terrorism to justify all of 
these regressive bills that they are trying to pass. 


Does the member opposite not see the inconsistency in proposing 
to imprison more offenders only to offer them help once they are in 
prison? That is what this omnibus bill does. Why not make a one- 
time investment in prevention programs, which would give people 
the tools they need before they commit a crime? That would help 
them feel better about themselves and provide them with more 
appropriate and positive coping strategies to help them avoid ending 
up in prison. 


[English] 


Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, this government has struck a 
good balance. As I have mentioned before, we have money set aside 
for anti-gang programming to deal with people. 


One of the things we introduced in the budget previous to the last 
one was $20 million for a program called pathways to education, an 
incredible program offered across the country. The good thing about 
pathways to education is that it addresses those very issues about 
which the member asked. 


This program started in Toronto, in Regent Park, and one of the 
things that was realized was there were some early determinants that 
could be dealt with, like people who dropped out of high school and 
did not get an opportunity to go on to university. When our 
government realized the results of the pathways to education 
program, we committed $20 million, and this program continues to 
be offered across the country. 


One of the great things the program does is offer incentives for 
universities to offer short term incentives and mentoring. A whole 
bunch of factors go into helping divert kids into a great opportunity 
to get an education and have a great career. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I realize the 
majority of the member's speech on the bill was on the subject of 
international transfer. However, my question is one of a domestic 
nature, given that the hon. member mentioned, at least a couple of 
times, that this was about protecting our most vulnerable. 
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The hon. member would be well aware that while only 3% of the 
Canadian population identify themselves as aboriginal, the abori- 
ginal population in our criminal institutions is closer to 20%. 


What measures are in this bill or otherwise to deal with those 
vulnerable members of our society with respect to their involvement 
in criminal law? 
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Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, Bill C-10 is about justice. I 
certainly do not disagree with what the member raises. Some of 
those programs have been offered through Indian Affairs. Still more 
can be done and we will continue to work on these issues. 


Mr. David Sweet (Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—West- 
dale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have heard a number of times from the 
opposite bench about programs that will keep people from crime. 


I come from a riding, Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough— West- 
dale, as part of the greater city of Hamilton, where there has been 
some significant investments for a national crime prevention centre 
from HRSDC to keep people from committing crime and for gang 
prevention. These investments have been made in Hamilton Centre, 
Hamilton East—Stoney Creek and Hamilton Mountain. In fact, all 
those ridings are held by opposition members. There were millions 
of dollars spent. 


_ Does the member believe all we should do is just spend money on 
those kinds of programs, or should we make sure that we protect 
victims and actually incarcerate very serious criminals, and ensure 
they are behind bars so they are not committing crimes and 
victimizing more people? 

Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, our government is trying to take 
a balanced approach. We certainly understand that some of these 
things can be dealt with through prevention. That is why we have 
some programs in place. The member mentions a program that 
covers a large number of seats held by the opposition, but surrounds 
both the member's and my riding. We understand that is important 
and that is why we believe we should do that. 


Quite frankly, a number of the programs I talked about, such as 
pathways to education, are held in opposition ridings. We recognize 
these as being great programs. We are trying to establish and realize 
that for too long the rights of victims have taken a back seat to the 
rights of criminals. Right now it is a balancing act to try to 
rehabilitate people, but we also understand that if serious crimes are 
being committed, perpetrators will be responsible for their actions 
and they will do serious time as a result of serious crimes. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member says “offender”; we say 
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“adolescent”. If we had imprisoned every thug in the past, our 
society might be without some great people today, and these people 
would have a criminal record. 


As for the Youth Criminal Justice Act, this government has 
received suggestions for amendments to the act from the provinces. 
But it has refused to consider them. Why is the government not 
listening to the suggestions from prosecutors and people in the 
provinces? 


[English] 


Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, when we look at protecting 
society from violent and repeat young offenders, we are not talking 
about minor offences. We are talking about appropriate sentences 
based on murder, attempted murder, manslaughter, very serious 
crimes. We recognize the fact that young people may make mistakes. 
We are not talking about petty theft, but about repeat, violent 
offenders. 


Once again, we are trying to balance the issues of responsibility 
for the victim along with the responsibility for those who are 
committing the offences. That is why we have looked at only those 
who are violent and repeat offenders when it comes to young 
offenders. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
the member made a point that he could not imagine why people 
would be against mandatory minimums. I would suggest to him that 
a great deal of the evidence suggests that putting some people in 
prison for a period of time under mandatory minimums returns them 
to society having gone to crime school as opposed to having given 
them the rehabilitation they needed. I ask for his comments on that. 


Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, we are talking about mandatory 
minimum sentences for those involved in child exploitation as one 
example. It is important to know that if our children are being 
exploited, then these dangerous offenders should be kept off the 
street. They should not be caught and released. If they are going to 
be dealing with our most vulnerable, our children, they need to be 
dealt with accordingly and they should be kept off the streets. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): I would first of all 
like to mention that we reached the five hour point in the debate and 
from this point forward when the House returns to this matter, we 
will move on to 10 minute speeches. 


It being 2:30 p.m., this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
10 a.m., pursuant to an order made on Monday, September 19, 2011. 


(The House adjourned at 2:30 p.m.) 
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Address 
of 
The Right Honourable David Cameron 
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland 
to both Houses of Parliament 
in the House of Commons Chamber, Ottawa 
on 
Thursday, September 22, 2011 
The Right Honourable David Cameron was welcomed 
by the Right Honourable Stephen Harper, Prime Minister of 
Canada, 
by the Honourable Noél Kinsella, Speaker of the Senate, 
and by the Honourable Andrew Scheer, Speaker of the House of 
Commons 


Hon. Andrew Scheer (Speaker of the House of Commons): I 
call upon the right hon. Prime Minister to take the podium. 


[Translation] 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Thank 
you, dear colleagues, Mr. Speaker of the Senate, Mr. Speaker of the 
House of Commons, Senators and Members of Parliament, Chief 
Justice and members of the Supreme Court of Canada, honoured 
guests, ladies and gentlemen, 


[English] 


Ladies and gentlemen, it is a great privilege for all of us to 
welcome to our Parliament today the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Right Hon. 
David Cameron. 


On a person note, David, I have seen you recently and often— 
many times, in fact—both as Leader of the Opposition and Prime 
Minister in Great Britain, and around the world, but it is a special 
pleasure to meet you here in Canada, where you are joining a 
distinguished register of British prime ministers who have addressed 
this chamber. 


[Translation] 


For instance, most recently in 2001, the Right Hon. Tony Blair 
addressed this House. 


[English] 


The great Margaret Thatcher spoke in this place on two occasions. 
Perhaps most famously, it was right here in 1941, during some of the 
darkest days of the Second World War, that Sir Winston Churchill 
made his famous “some chicken, some neck” speech that did so 
much to rally spirits on both sides of the Atlantic. 


Prime Minister, another of your predecessors, Sir Anthony Eden, 
called appearing before this House an almost daunting experience for 
the visitor. Let me assure you that he found, as you will, that in the 
tradition we inherited from your own country, the Commons treats 
its visitors much better than we do each other. 


[Translation] 


Once again, we welcome you and we look forward to hearing you 
speak in just a few minutes. 
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[English] 


First I ask the indulgence of this House to refer briefly to those 
security matters and economic matters that have brought Prime 
Minister Cameron and myself together, usually with other world 
leaders, no less than seven times during the last 16 months. They are 
matters, I must say, in which Prime Minister Cameron's leadership 
has been decisive and matters that will continue to demand his 
firmness of purpose, such as in Libya. 


[Translation] 


In particular, I am referring to the role played by our two 
countries, with the assistance of Canada's other mother country, 
France, in the efforts we have devoted to helping the people of Libya 
build a better future. Those efforts were driven by certain 
fundamental convictions. 


[English] 


We believe, for instance, that “the state was made for man and not 
man for the state”, as the Right Hon. Harold Macmillan observed in 
this very chamber. 


We also believe that when we help others to be free, it is our own 
liberty that we also secure. Those ancient rights of democracy and 
the rule of law that our two countries share are also the common 
aspirations of millions of people around the world. They are clearly 
the aspirations of the Libyan people themselves, and our mutual 
hope is that they will someday enjoy them in all their fullness. 


[Translation] 


Of course, we cannot forget the very serious problems that are 
facing the global economy and that bring us together as G20 
partners. 


[English] 


Neither of us will be accused of exaggeration if we acknowledge 
that the most immediate test confronting all of us is to avoid the 
devastating consequences of a return to global recession, yet without 
key countries taking systemically appropriate and coordinated 
economic measures, without resistance to protectionism and 
acceptance of more flexible exchange rates, without fiscal 
consolidation and, above all else, without a will to address growing 
uncertainty to decisively tackle what are in some cases dangerous 
and unsustainable levels of national indebtedness—without actions 
on these matters, the world will not avoid such consequences. 


[Translation] 
I would therefore like to commend the leadership shown by Prime 
Minister Cameron on the economic issues of the day. 
© (1740) 
[English] 


First, the strong guidance Prime Minister Cameron has offered to 
our G20 partners and his determined advocacy for fiscal discipline. 


Second, his consequential handling of the difficult fiscal choices 
confronting the British economy. Truly among our G20 partners, 
Prime Minister Cameron has been a leader by example. 
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Prime Minister, here in Canada we have followed your progress 
carefully and I can safely say that, where it matters most, your 
thinking parallels that of our own government. To be precise, while 
deficit reduction is not an end in itself, the G20 fiscal targets agreed 
to in Toronto last year remain an essential element for rebuilding the 
economic health of industrialized nations. 


[Translation] 


Like you, Prime Minister, we are targeting those objectives with a 
clear plan to stimulate job creation and economic growth. Later this 
year, G20 leaders will meet in Cannes. 


[English] 


And, I dare say, when we get there in Cannes, we will have much 
to occupy us at the G20. 


Hon. members, without further ado, it does give me great pleasure 
to introduce a man of immense resolve and principled action, a great 
friend of mine and a great friend of Canada, the Prime Minister of 
the United Kingdom, the Right Honourable David Cameron. 


Right Hon. David Cameron (Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland): Mr. Speaker, 
Mr. Speaker of the Senate, Prime Minister, hon. members of the 
Senate and hon. members of the House of Commons, thank you for 
that incredibly warm welcome. As you said, Stephen, this does 
remind me of home. It is just a little bit bigger and a lot better 
behaved. 


[Translation] 


I thank you for the great honour you have bestowed upon me by 
inviting me to speak before this historic Parliament. 


[English] 


Perhaps I should have proceeded that with the warning Winston 
Churchill gave during one of his wartime broadcasts when he said: 


[Translation] 


“Be on your guard, because I am going to speak in French.” 
[English] 


Let me begin in this place by paying tribute to Jack Layton. I offer 
sincere condolences to Olivia and his family. His energy and his 
optimism were above politics, and I know he will be missed by all 
those who serve here. 


One of the things I am finding about this job is that whichever 
country I visit, members of the royal family have got there first. I 
think the Duke and Duchess of Cambridge, or Will and Kate as you 
call them here, have set the bar pretty high this time, but it is a 
symbol of the importance of the relationship between our two 
countries and the long-standing affection that our people show 
toward one another that the young royal couple chose Canada as the 
destination for their first ever overseas visit and that the people here 
gave them such a warm reception. Sadly, I will not be landing a 
helicopter in a lake or wearing a stetson, and I am sure Prime 
Minister Harper will be disappointed that he will not be able to 
challenge me at rodeo either. 


As the author Brian Lee Crowley has set out, there is a strong 
argument that the 21st century could well be the Canadian century. 
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In the last few years, Canada has got every major decision right. 
Look at the facts. Not a single Canadian bank fell or faltered during 
the global banking crisis. Canada got to grips with its deficit and was 
running surpluses and paying down the debt before the recession, 
fixing the roof while the sun was still shining. Your economic 
leadership has helped the Canadian economy to weather the global 
storms far better than many of your international competitors. 


The way in which you have integrated people from many different 
backgrounds into a mature democracy is, I believe, a model from 
which we can all learn, and Canada is now preparing for a better 
future. Alberta is the jurisdiction with the best educational results of 
any English-speaking jurisdiction in the world. 


From BlackBerry to Canadarm, the robot arm used on 90 space 
shuttle missions, yours is a home of innovation and technology. In 
fact, BlackBerry presented Her Majesty the Queen with one of its 
smart phones when she visited last year, but, unsurprisingly, Her 
Majesty had one already. 


Canada displays moral clarity and political leadership. Canadian 
servicemen and women have made extraordinary sacrifices in the 
defence of liberty and democracy, yet while some countries do a 
little and talk a lot, Canada is self-effacing and self-sacrificing in its 
contribution to the fight for a better world, so it is a privilege for me 
to come here today and to honour what you have done. 


It is also a great pleasure to be standing here with my colleague 
and friend, Prime Minister Harper. I have seen at first hand over the 
last 16 months his outstanding leadership, not least at my first G8 
and G20 summits in Muskoka and Toronto last year. Then, as now, 
the focus of much of our efforts was on the two issues that concern 
our people most: keeping them safe and getting them jobs. 


This evening I want to focus my remarks on how we can work 
together to address some of the issues of the global economy, but let 
me first say something about security. 


We have all suffered from Islamic extremism and violence. I have 
just come from the United Nations, where I argued that the events we 
have seen this year in North Africa and the Middle East offer a 
massive opportunity to spread peace, prosperity, democracy and, 
vitally, security, but only if we work together to seize the opportunity 
and to support the Arab people as they seek to fulfill aspirations for a 
job, a voice and a stake in their society. 
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Our two countries have always been prepared to bear the burden 
and pay the price to make our world safer and to defend our way of 
life. 


The Peace Tower in this building commemorates the 67,000 
Canadian lives lost in the First World War alone. Britain owes an 
incredible debt to the Canadian armed forces, and I want to pay 
tribute to them today. 


Loz 


Through two world wars, Canada was there. At Vimy Ridge, 
Passchendaele and Ypres, Canada was there. At the Somme, when 
our forces together suffered the worse losses in history, Canada was 
there. In fact, it was after the Somme that Lloyd George wrote: 

The Canadians...played a part of such distinction that thenceforward they were 


marked out as storm troops....Whenever the Germans found the Canadian Corps 
coming into the line they prepared for the worst. 


In our darkest hour in World War II, Canadian naval forces helped 
to keep the sea lanes open during the Battle of the Atlantic, running 
convoys across the Atlantic week after week, braving mines, 
submarines and blacked-out silent ships, all of which proved 
absolutely fundamental to our ability to survive as an independent 
country. 


On Juno Beach, it was the 3rd Canadian Infantry Division and the 
Royal Canadian Navy that achieved such a remarkable triumph on 
the first day of those vital Normandy landings and which on D-Day 
got further inland than any of the five other invasion forces. 


Today Canada is as vital and influential a military partner as it has 
ever been. As partners and founder members of NATO, our forces 
have been proud to serve alongside each other in international 
operations from Bosnia to Sierra Leone, and most recently from 
Afghanistan to Libya. 


In Afghanistan, it is Canadian and British forces that have fought 
alongside each other in the south, in the very toughest part of the 
country, where few other nations would follow. 


Today, Canadian personnel are engaged in vital work training the 
Afghan National Security Forces. 


In Libya, it was a Canadian general, Charles Bouchard, who 
commanded the NATO operation, and brave Canadian pilots who 
played such a vital role in protecting civilians and helping the Libyan 
people to liberate themselves. 


Amidst all this, I believe there could not be a more fitting tribute 
to the brilliance of Canadian forces and our pride at standing side by 
side with them than the recent renaming of the maritime command 
and air command as the Royal Canadian Navy and the Royal 
Canadian Air Force. 


Prime Minister Harper and I will always ensure that Britain and 
Canada keep our defences strong, but we also understand the impact 
we can have to punch above our weight in the world to help achieve 
freedom, democracy and security. It is not just about military might 
alone, but about diplomacy, aid, culture, the promotion of our values. 
Britain is pleased to support the Muskoka initiative on maternal and 
child health launched under Prime Minister Harper's leadership at the 
G8 last year, and we are investing in programs to save the lives of 
50,000 women in pregnancy and child birth and to stop a quarter of a 
million newborn babies dying needlessly. 


Of course at a time when finances are tight, people question 
whether we should keep our aid commitments. I say yes. We need to 
be able to protect military power to protect our security and defend 
our values, but it is even better to mend the broken states and to act 
to stop problems before they come to our door, whether that is waves 
of illegal migration, the spread of diseases or new threats to our 
national security. 
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Take Afghanistan: If we had put a fraction of our current military 
spending on Afghanistan into helping Afghanistan develop 15 or 20 
years ago, just think of what we might have been able to avoid over 
the last decade. 


Or take Pakistan: Let another generation of Pakistani children 
enter life without a proper education or the prospects of a job and a 
head full of extremist propaganda and what are the risk in terms of 
mass migration, radicalization and even terrorism? 


Britain and Canada have never turned away from the world, so it 
is right that we have met our aid commitments and I hope you will 
continue to join me in working with our international development 
partners, not just for the good of the developing world but for the 
safety and the security of us all. 


Just as Britain and Canada have worked together for the world's 
security, SO we must now work together on the biggest challenge this 
year: securing strong and sustainable growth in the global economy. 


It is important that we are clear about the facts. We are not quite 
staring down the barrel, but the pattern is clear. The recovery out of 
the recession for the advanced economies will be difficult. Growth in 
Europe has stalled. Growth in America has stalled. 


The effects of the Japanese earthquake, high oil and food prices 
have created a drag on growth, but fundamentally we are still 
suffering from the aftershocks of the world financial bust and 
economic collapse in 2008. That means families in Britain and 
Canada are facing a tough time. 


I believe that Prime Minister Harper and I share the same analysis 
of what is wrong and what needs to be put right. 


The world is recovering from a once in 70 years financial crisis 
and is suffering from debts not seen in decades. This is not a 
traditional cyclical recession, it is a debt crisis. When the 
fundamental problem is the level of debt and the fear of those 
levels, then the usual economic prescriptions cannot be applied. It is 
not simply a question of using conventional fiscal and monetary 
levers to stimulate growth until confidence and normal economic 
activity returns. 


When households have borrowed too much, when banks are 
shrinking their balance sheets and rebuilding their capital and when 
governments are accumulating huge stocks of debt, the power of 
those traditional levers is limited. 
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The economic situation is much more dangerous and the solution 
for most countries cannot be simply to borrow more. Why? Because 
if the government does not have the room to borrow more in order to 
cut taxes or increase spending, people and markets start worrying 
about whether a government can actually pay back its debt. When 
this happens, confidence ebbs away and interest rates will rise, 
hitting people with mortgages and hitting companies that want to 
borrow to invest. We can see this happening right now in some 
European countries. 


Of course there is a crucial role for monetary policy to help 
support economies in the short term and of course those that have 
room can use fiscal levers to do the same. Yes, demand matters but 
boosting it by undermining financial stability is self-defeating and 
damages the confidence on which economic growth depends. 


A long-term solution must tackle the fundamental problem. We 
must address the problem of excessive debt. Let me say it again, it is 
a debt crisis. 


Only when we properly recognize this can we begin to address 
banks which are too weak to pass on lower interest rates to 
businesses and households and consumers and businesses whose fear 
of debt mean then they do not want to borrow to spend. 


Recovering from a debt crisis is both different and more difficult 
than recovering from a cyclical recession. 


Ultimately, there are only three ways to deal with the overhang of 
debt: rescheduling them, writing them off or paying them back. 
Highly indebted households and governments cannot simply spend 
their way out of a debt crisis. 
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The more they spend, the more the debts will rise and the more the 
fundamental problem will grow. Instead, we need to confront the 
problems directly. I believe we need to do three things: get to grips 
with the debt and restore credibility and confidence; make it easier to 
do business and create jobs by freeing up our economies; and, in a 
global crisis, working together across the world coordinating our 
action, including boosting world trade, starting with the Doha round. 


Let me briefly take each in turn. 


First and foremost, we need to deal directly with our debts. In 
Britain, we have learned from Canada's own experience when you 
were able to take action to pay down debt. When our government 
took office in Britain in May 2010, we inherited the biggest budget 
deficit in our peacetime history. We faced the risk of rising interest 
rates, falling confidence and even questions about our credit 
worthiness as a country. 


So we have taken some really tough decisions to rescue our public 
finances and we have begun to implement them. How fast we need 
to go will depend on circumstances. With a deficit that was forecast 
to be the highest in the G20 and ballooning debt, the U.K. has had to 
act quickly. 


Britain's experience contained an invaluable lesson: it is possible 
to earn credibility and get ahead of the markets through decisive 
action. But, by its nature, a global crisis cannot be solved by 
countries acting alone. In a global economy, we need every country 
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in the world to show leadership to address its problems. With others, 
we continue to argue that we need to increase global demand by 
rebalancing where surplus countries spend more helping deficit 
countries to increase their exports and grow faster. Of course this is 
vital and it will help the deficit countries to grow and to repay debt, 
but more spending by surplus countries will not on its own deal with 
the debts. 


That brings me to the eurozone. I was an advisor in the treasury at 
a time when our currencies were fixed through the exchange rate 
mechanism in Europe. It failed, and it taught me that different 
countries sometimes need very different economic policies. So I do 
not support Britain joining the euro and I never will. However, 
Britain has a strong interest in the success of the eurozone, as we all 
do, because the problems in the eurozone are now so big that they 
have begun to threaten the stability of the world economy. Why? It is 
because the euro area is one of the largest markets in world and the 
euro is the second largest currency. While these problems are not 
being solved, while they grow, businesses do not invest and 
confidence is sapped in the euro area itself and increasingly 
worldwide. 


Eurozone countries must act swiftly to resolve the crisis. They 
must implement what they have agreed. They must demonstrate they 
have the political will to do what is necessary to ensure the stability 
of the system. One way or another, they have to find a fundamental 
and lasting solution to the heart of the problem: the high level of 
indebtedness in many euro countries. And, whatever course they 
take, Europe's banks need to be made strong enough so they can help 
support the recovery, not put it at risk. 


At the same time, we cannot put off the fundamental problem of 
the lack of competitiveness in many euro area countries. Endlessly 
putting off what needs to be done does not help. In fact, it makes the 
problem worse and it lengthens the shudder of uncertainty that looms 
over the world economy. 


When we cannot cut taxes or increase spending to boost demand 
and when interest rates are already low, what is left to government is 
to take those simple, straightforward steps to boost the potential for 
growth. And we should remember that in the long term it is not fiscal 
policy that makes economies grow. It is making us more productive 
that is essential for our future long-term prosperity. That means 
making it easier to set up a new company, to employ people, to 
invest and to grow a business. This may sound simple but that does 
not mean it is easy to do. You quickly find you come up against all 
sorts of barriers, obstacles and regulations. 
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In Britain we are determined to address this. We are creating the 
most competitive corporate tax regime in the G20, cutting the time it 
takes to set up a business and reducing tax costs and regulatory 
burdens for new businesses. We are putting up every regulation on 
the Internet so people can clearly see what they are and which ones 
we can get rid of. We have issued a one-in one-out rule for regulation 
so that any minister who wants to bring in a new regulation has to 
get rid of an existing one first. 


We are prioritizing science and infrastructure, reforming our 
education system and introducing new apprenticeships to help 
improve the skills of our young people. I am delighted that we are 
following in the footsteps of Prime Minister Harper in hosting the 
new WorldSkills summit in London next month, which will see 
1,000 young people from over 50 countries competing to be the best 
of the best in 46 different skills, from robotics to web design. 


I have argued that we need to get to grips with the overhang of 
debt in our national economies, that we need to make them more 
competitive, and also, that a global crisis cannot be solved by 
countries acting alone. 


There are those who argue that international action requires new 
global institutions. I do not agree. It is not new institutions, it is 
political will we need and opportunities like the G20 to develop a 
consensus. We can have all the meetings, subcommittees and 
processes in the world, but if there is no political will, we will never 
tackle these problems and secure the strong, sustainable, balanced 
growth we need. That is why the political will of leaders at the G20 
summit this November is so important. 


Nothing sums this up better than the failure to get a global trade 
deal. I believe we have to re-fight the argument for free trade all over 
again. For me, there is nowhere better to do it than right here in 
Canada, a country built on trade. 


The truth is, trade is the biggest wealth creator we have ever 
known and it is the biggest stimulus we could give our economies 
right now. A completed trade round could add $170 billion to the 
world economy, and yet, too many people still seem to believe that 
trade is a sort of zero-sum game. They talk about it quite literally as 
if one country's success is another country's failure. They think if our 
exports grow, then someone else's have to shrink; that somehow if 
we import low-cost goods from China, we are failing; as if all the 
benefits of China's exports go to China alone, when we actually 
benefit too, from choice, from competition, from low prices in our 
shops. The whole point about trade is that we are baking a bigger 
cake and everyone can benefit from it. 


I come here to Canada to stand up for free trade, to promote more 
trade and more investment between our two countries, and with other 
countries around the world. 


At the G20 in Cannes, we need to agree to a credible plan to take 
to the WTO ministerial in December as a basis for concluding the 
Doha development round. If we cannot get a deal involving 
everyone, then we need to look at other ways in which to drive 
forward with the trade liberalization that our world needs, ensuring 
the continued work of the WTO, preventing any collapse back into 
protectionism which would be disastrous, but going forward, 
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perhaps with a coalition of the willing, where countries like Britain 
and Canada who want to can forge ahead with more ambitious deals 
and others can join later if they choose. Let us set an example to the 
world by concluding early next year the comprehensive economic 
and trade agreement between Europe and Canada which will deliver 
a huge boost in jobs for those on both sides. 


Let me conclude by saying this. The relationship between Britain 
and Canada is deep and strong. At the Chateau Laurier Hotel in 
1954, with the Second World War still in mind, Winston Churchill 
put it like this: 


We have surmounted all the perils and endured all the agonies of the past. We 
shall provide against and thus prevail over the dangers and problems of the future, 
withhold no sacrifice, grudge no toil, seek no sordid gain, fear no foe. 
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Let us in this new century look to the future, secure in our joint 
values and seeking new opportunities. We are two nations but under 
one Queen and united by one set of values. So let us fear no foe as 
we work together for a safer and better world. 


Thank you. 


[Applause] 


[Translation] 


Hon. Noël A. Kinsella (Speaker of the Senate): Mr. Speaker, 
Mr. Prime Minister, honourable senators and members of the House 
of Commons, ladies and gentlemen, on behalf of all here present 
today, I wish to thank you, Mr. Prime Minister for your thoughtful 
and generous address to this joint session of the Senate and House of 
Commons of Canada. 


As you have said, Mr. Prime Minister, Canada and the United 
Kingdom share a long history of friendship and solidarity. 


Mr. Prime Minister, your current visit to our Parliament reaffirms 
the special relation existing between our two countries. 


[English] 


While the Thames River locates the Parliament of Westminster, 
the juncture of the Ottawa and Rideau Rivers locate the Parliament 
of Canada. For a long time, as you have indicated, these rivers 
carried timber to the ships bound for Great Britain, and those earliest 
commercial relations that have blossomed over the century. 


Today, the United Kingdom is Canada's most important trading 
partner in the European Union. It is also our second largest source of, 
and destination for, foreign direct investment in the world. 
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[ Translation] 


The exchange of goods across the Atlantic also extends to human 
capital. Every year, thousands of young Canadians travel to the 
United Kingdom to study at your many prestigious universities. 
Likewise, each year Canadian schools have the pleasure of 
welcoming eager young minds from the United Kingdom. As with 
our economic exchanges, the flow of human capital between our 
countries strengthens and enriches the ties between our peoples. 


[English] 


The common values, as you have mentioned, Mr. Prime Minister, 


that our countries promote are also apparent on the international | 


stage. Working together in the Commonwealth, NATO and at the 
United Nations, our countries stand up for democracy, human rights 
and the rule of law. These values have guarded our participation in 
the contact group on Libya, and, of course, these are the values that 
our countries continue to promote in Afghanistan. 


Canadians have the deepest respect and admiration for the efforts 
and the sacrifices that the brave men and women in your armed 
forces have made in pursuit of these principles. 


On a lighter note, Prime Minister Cameron, you and Prime 
Minister Harper have a unique commonality in that you each have 
acquired new feline assistance in your respective official residences. 
We understand that the furry occupant of 10 Downing Street is called 
Larry. For our part, Canadians recently came up with the name 
Stanley for the furry resident at 24 Sussex Drive. Perhaps Larry and 
Stanley are even related. 


Prime Minister Cameron, it has been an honour to have heard your 
words today. So, on behalf of all those gathered here and those who 
have been watching at home, allow me to thank you for your 
presence in our Parliament and to wish you fruitful and successful 
discussions during your stay here in Canada. 


[Applause] 

Hon. Andrew Scheer (Speaker of the House of Commons): Mr. 
Speaker, Prime Minister Cameron, Prime Minister Harper, all hon. 
senators and members of the House of Commons, and distinguished 
guests: 


Your presence in this House of Commons, Prime Minister 
Cameron, is a historic and memorable event, just as your visit to 
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Canada is an occasion of great significance. On behalf of all the 
members of the House of Commons, and indeed on behalf of all 
Canadians from coast to coast whom we represent, I offer you our 
warmest welcome and our thanks at having made the journey to 
address us here today. 


[Translation] 


By giving a speech before our Parliament, you are joining the 
ranks of prominent British prime ministers who honoured Canadian 
parliamentarians with their wise words and their informed ideas. It is 
interesting to note that their visits often coincided with periods of 
global upheaval, such as the second world war, the cold war and the 
global recession. 


[English] 


Global developments have once against placed challenges, 
economic and military, before both our countries. While there may 
be no reprieve from the threat of uncertainty, it is heartening to know 
that in difficult times Canada and the United Kingdom stand 
together, shoulder to shoulder, as friends and allies. 


What Prime Minister Thatcher said in her first address to our 
Parliament is as true today as it was nearly 30 years ago. She said: 
[Our countries] are linked in so many important ways. We believe in the same 


high and honourable ideals. We stand ready to defend our free and independent way 
of life. We agree on the great purposes which we must pursue in the wider world. 


Indeed, the common bonds that underpin the great partnership 
between our two countries are so numerous. Beyond ancestry and 
heritage, beyond trade and tourism, our two countries share a 
common belief in the foundational principles of freedom, democ- 
racy, human rights and the rule of law. These principles have been 
central to our shared history and guide our common world view. 


@ (1815) 
[Translation] 

Mr. Prime Minister, your presence with us here today is something 
that my colleagues and I will remember for a long time. I would like 


to thank you sincerely for visiting and invite you to come back at any 
time. 


[English] 
Thank you so much for your visit here today. 


[Applause] 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Friday, September 23, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
@ (1005) 
[English] 


PREVENTING HUMAN SMUGGLERS FROM ABUSING 
CANADA'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM ACT 


The House resumed from September 20 consideration of the 
motion that Bill C-4, An Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act, the Balanced Refugee Reform Act and the Marine 
Transportation Security Act, be read the second time and referred to 
a committee, and of the amendment. 

Hon. Mark Eyking (Sydney—Victoria, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in the House to speak to Bill C-4. Many of my colleagues 
on both sides of the House have spoken for and against the bill with 
great passion over the last few days. I will now inform the House of 
my views on this draconian and, as some would say, backward bill. 


First, the bill would give the minister the power to create a two- 
tiered system and designate groups that he or she feels are an 
irregular arrival if the minister deems that people's identity or their 
inadmissibility cannot be determined in a timely manner. It would 
give the minister a new discretionary power that he or she can 
exercise in the public interest to order the arrival in Canada of a 
group of persons to be designated as an irregular arrival. 


These individuals are then subjected to mandatory arrests and 
detention. Those who are detained are forced to wait at least 12 
months before their cases are reviewed. This goes against section 9 
of the charter that calls for prompt review of detention. 


Those deemed irregular arrivals, which automatically makes them 
designated foreign nationals, would need to wait at least five years 
before they could apply for permanent residence, temporary 
residence, a temporary resident permit or an application on 
humanitarian or compassionate grounds. 


We cannot let the politics of fear undermine the Canadian 
commitment to protect the rights and freedoms of those who come to 
our shores fleeing persecution. 


I will give an example of how the bill would hurt refugees to 
whom we should be giving safe haven. 


In 2009, Mr. Arjan Tabaj and his wife, Anilda Tabaj, along with 
their daughter, Maria and their two sons, Vincenzio and Christian, 
were deported from Canada despite interventions personally made 
on the family's behalf by the former member of Parliament for 
Etobicoke Centre. These were made to the Minister of Citizenship, 
Immigration and Multiculturalism. 


Mr. Tabaj is a partially paralyzed survivor of an assassination 
attempt during the elections in Albania. Albania continues to 
experience regular political assassinations and the shooters in this 
case are free due to alleged political connections. The Tabaj family 
has spent the last two years in hiding out of fear for their safety in 
that country. They were here in Canada before and were sent back. 


Following the government's wrongful deportation, Mr. Wrzes- 
newskyj, the former member for Etobicoke Centre, privately 
sponsored immigration lawyer Katherine Ramsey to challenge the 
decision in the Federal Court of Canada. The hon. Madam Justice 
Simpson's August 30, 2011 ruling compelled the Government of 
Canada to issue temporary resident permits and visas to facilitate the 
Tabaj family's immediate return to safety in Canada. 


Upon learning of the court victory, the Tabaj family left their 
hiding spot in Albania, first travelling to Greece and then to Italy. 
They finally arrived yesterday at terminal 3 at Pearson International 
Airport at 2:45 p.m. They finally came back after being sent to 
Albania. 


Supporters and Etobicoke community members, including Mr. 
Borys Wrzesnewskyj, were present at the airport to greet this family. 
What a wonderful end to a tragic story. 


This is a prime example how the government is failing to deal 
with the smugglers but hurting legitimate refugees. 


The House of Commons and, in particular, the government, 
should realize what damage can result when we are dealing with 
refugees who come to our shores. 


Many of us in this House and maybe some of the listeners today 
may not realize the terrible mistake that Canada made in 1944 when 
Canada refused entry of the S.S. St. Louis to our ports. On board the 
S.S. St. Louis were a shipload of Jewish refugees escaping Nazi 
Germany trying to find a new home. They were refused in many 
countries and, of course, at that time the minister made a terrible 
decision and he refused them access to our shores. The boat went 
back and terrible things happened to those people. That is an 
example of what we did wrong. 
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As Canadians, we have done things wrong and I think we realize 
that and we move forward with better legislation. I just talked about 
the Tabaj family. The Conservatives made a mistake as that minister 
in 1944 made a mistake. The Conservative minister made a mistake 
and he should apologize to that family for what it went through. 


I bring this example of the S.S. St. Louis because Bill C-4 is a 
knee-jerk reaction, if we think about how it came out this summer, to 
make political points. Who are the points to? These refugees are not 
voting. However, like the Tabaj family, those passengers on that S.S. 
St. Louis were sent back to a terrible situation. We are fortunate that 
the Tabaj family came back here alive. 


This bill fails to achieve its stated principle of cracking down on 
human smugglers and instead targets legitimate refugee claimants 
and refugees. I believe the House should pass our amendment that 
states the following: 

this House decline to give second reading to Bill C-4, an Act to amend the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, the Balanced Refugee Reform Act and 
the Marine Transportation Security Act, since the bill fails to achieve its stated 
principle of cracking down on human smugglers and instead targets legitimate 
refugee claimants and refugees, and because it expands the Minister's discretion in 
a manner that is overly broad and not limited to the mass arrival situation that 
supposedly inspired the introduction of this legislation, and because it presents an 
imprisonment scheme that violates the Charter of Rights and Freedoms 
protections against arbitrary detention and prompt review of detention, and 
because its provisions also violate international obligations relating to refugees 
and respecting the treatment of persons seeking protection. 


I am a son of immigrants. They were welcomed into this country 
in 1952. Our family has been embraced by Canadians since that 
time. It is a great honour that I stand here today as a son of 
immigrants to represent the people of Sydney—Victoria. My father 
often stated that Canada was one of the best countries in the world 
because of its opportunities and fairness. 


I believe when we draw up legislation in this House we must 
constantly ask ourselves two questions: Does it give opportunity to 
people? Is it fair? Those are two major questions that fit into all 
legislation. That makes our country one of the best countries in the 
world. 


As we move forward with this legislation, we would hope that the 
government would see the relevance of these amendments that we 
are bringing forward and just stop here for one minute and see what 
we are doing here. I ask that it look at the amendment, take it back to 
committee and see what other countries are doing. 


We have such a great record in this country dealing with 
immigrants and with refugees, which is why they come here. When 
we go into a business shop or go with a taxi driver, these are refugees 
who came here over the years and we gave them opportunities and 
they have given back to us. 


Let us not go on the slippery slope for ideological reasons and 
have draconian measures that may suit some voters. Let us move 
forward as one of the best countries in the world, accepting people 
out there to come into our country. Just because they come by water, 
they should not be discriminated against? 


@ (1010) 


Mr. John Rafferty (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this bill deprives some refugees of the right for five years to 
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apply for permanent residence and therefore reunification with their 
families. This includes children. 


I would like to ask the hon. member why he thinks the 
government is interested in blocking family reunification. 


Hon. Mark Eyking: Mr. Speaker, it baffles me because Canada 
used to always welcome families. When families came ashore, we 
did not ask if it was economical. Is it economical to bring people 
here to let them work? I do not know what it is. It just does not make 
sense. 


I have an example in my riding where we have, not refugees, but 
doctors who have come to Cape Breton and are working in our 
hospitals. They sometimes have to wait two, three or four years 
before their families can join them. It is ludicrous. 


How are we going to get the brightest and the best people or 
refugees to come to this country if they are going to be split up from 
their families? It is just not fair. It is really against the Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms for us to have those systems in place. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
similar to the hon. member for Thunder Bay—Rainy River, I also 
have concerns. We have a lot of legal opinion that this bill would 
violate the charter and be struck down by the courts. 


However, we also have, pertinent to the last question, obligations 
under the right to family, which is enshrined under the International 
Covenant of Civil and Political Rights. Even when someone has 
been designated, under this very difficult act, as legally entitled to 
remain in Canada, they must wait five years before being able to get 
the legal status to reunite with their family. 


I wonder if the hon. member for Sydney—Victoria has any further 
thoughts on the way the act would actually violate our legal 
obligations to the right to the family. 


@ (1015) 


Hon. Mark Eyking: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is a great 
friend of Cape Breton and we always welcome her when she comes 
to visit. 


Why do we need to go to the courts to settle these things? Why 
did the Tabaj family have to go to court? Why cannot we in the 
House during committee come up with very positive, very good 
legislation so that we do not need to go to the international courts? 
Why do we not, as a committee, look at what Australia and other 
countries are doing with refugees and immigrants to see how we can 
streamline this and make it more suitable to families. 


September 23, 2011 


We hear cases time and time again about how families are being 
split up. It makes them non-productive. The sooner they integrate 
into Canadian society as young families the better. They learn our 
culture and our languages. It is terrible that we are in a situation now 
where legislation comes from the government that is against the 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms and needs to go to the court system. 
That is why we have committees here to deal with that and move 
things forward. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to pick up on the issue of fairness. | 


Members will recall that when the Minister of Citizenship, 
Immigration and Multiculturalism introduced the bill, he said that 
the primary purpose of the bill would be to target the smuggler or the 
profiteer. When the member makes reference to the need to see bills 
that are fair, when we look at this particular bill, even though the 
minister talked about getting the profiteer, in reality, it would not do 
anything for getting the profiteer. The real victim here seems to be 
the refugees. | 


I appreciate the story the member made reference to in terms of | 


the Tabaj family that came back to Canada. Here we have refugees 
who are victims in a country where they come in hopes of getting 
asylum, and now we have a government, through this legislation, 
making the family a victim once again. 


I wonder if the member would comment as to the fairness of that. 


Hon. Mark Eyking: Mr. Speaker, I have been watching the 
debate anid we have talked about the smuggler and the profiteer. We 
need to get to the source. We should not wait until they come to our 
shores. We need to get to them in the countries where they are 
pulling off these stunts. We should be working with international 
police systems. That is where we should be going to stop these 
characters from doing this to these refugees. 


Mr. John Rafferty (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I am very interested in Bill C-4 as I have worked and do 
work with refugees. Every day I see the great work that is done for 
them through organizations such as the Thunder Bay Multicultural 
Association and others in northern Ontario, as well as across Canada. 


I will offer some background on the bill. It is a reintroduction of 
Bill C-49 from the last Parliament. In part, it was drafted in reaction 
to the arrival of the MV Ocean Lady and MV Sun Sea to the shores 
of B.C. in 2009 and 2010. At that time, the government stoked fears 
that a significant number of the individuals aboard those vessels 
might be criminals or might have links to the Tamil Tigers, a listed 
terrorist organization. That is where Bill C-4 comes from, just so 
people understand. 


This is my analysis of Bill C-4. It is by no means complete but all 
I am able to fit into nine minutes or so. 


The minister can designate any group of refugees as “irregular 
arrivals” should he believe that examinations to establish identity 
and so on cannot be conducted in a timely manner. Another criteria 
would be if it is suspected that they have been smuggled for profit or 
that a criminal organization or terrorist group was involved in that 
smuggling. 


Designated claimants are then subjected to all kinds of special 
tules. This is my concern. It is discriminatory. It creates two classes 
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of refugee claimants. It possibly violates the charter's equality rights, 
as well as the refugee convention which prohibits states from 
imposing penalties on refugees for illegal entry or presence. 


It is important to remember that designated claimants, including 
children, will be mandatorily detained upon arrival or designation. 
There will be no review by the Immigration and Refugee Board of 
their detention for a year. Their release is only possible if they are 
found to be a refugee or if the refugee board orders their release. The 
minister may determine there are exceptional circumstances. 


My concern is that this mandatory detention is a clear violation of 
the charter. The Supreme Court has already struck down mandatory 
detention without review on security certificates. It could imply 
indefinite detention on the basis of identity with no possibility of 
release until the minister decides identity has been established. 
Arbitrary detention is also a violation of a number of international 
treaties. 


Mandatory conditions set out in regulations would be imposed on 
all designated claimants released from detention. This also causes me 
concer as the conditions are not specified but rather are based on 
unfair principles that do not take individual cases into account. It 
could be very burdensome as well as very expensive. 


Once a designated claimant is accepted as a refugee, regulations 
require that he or she must then report to an immigration officer to 
answer questions. The decisions made regarding designated persons 
cannot be appealed. Not only is this discriminatory and risks 
violating provisions in the refugee convention, it is similar to the 
government's attempt in previous legislation to exclude nationals 
from designated countries from an appeal process. 


A designated claimant cannot apply for permanent residency for 
five years. If the person fails to comply with the conditions or 
reporting requirements the five-year suspension can be extended. 
This rule applies to those accepted as refugees as well as to those 


‘who have been refused or have never made a claim. The worst 


consequence for accepted refugees is that this rule can delay 
reunification with their spouses and/or children for five years or 
more. 


Designated persons can make a humanitarian and compassionate 
application and apply for a temporary resident permit before five 
years. My concern is that this would be an undue barrier for 
humanitarian and compassionate claims. It may also be a violation of 
the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child as there will be no 
opportunity to consider the best interests of the child. 
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Article 28 of the refugee convention says that states must issue 
travel documents. That does not apply to designated persons until 
they become permanent residents or are issued temporary resident 
permits. This means that designated refugees cannot travel outside of 
Canada for at least five years after they have been accepted as 
refugees. My concern is that this is an attempt to legislate away the 
rights of refugees established by international treaty. 


The minister can make retroactive designations for arrivals in 
Canada since March 31, 2009. For example, the passengers of the 
Ocean Lady and Sun Sea could be designated. 


What is happening is the Conservatives are playing politics with 
refugees, pure and simple . They are trying to frame this as a public 
service or public safety issue. The bill was introduced by the public 
safety minister, despite the fact it primarily deals with the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act. This is an immigration 
and refugee issue not a public safety issue. The current law has dealt 
with the cases of the Ocean Lady and the Sun Sea quite adequately. 


The New Democrats recognize and respect our responsibilities to 
refugees. The Conservatives have taken an approach that would 
damage our standing in the international community and violate our 
commitments under the convention relating to the status of refugees, 
the refugee convention and the Convention on the Rights of the 
Child. 


The proposed process is unclear, arbitrary and ultimately very 
discriminatory. It will not curb human smuggling. 


In my opinion, the Conservatives should be less focused on photo 
ops and more focused on enforcing the existing laws against 
smuggling. Rather than playing politics, they should provide the 
RCMP the resources they need to get the job done. 


There are many organizations which do not like the bill. The 
Canadian Council for Refugees has called for the bill to be scrapped. 
Amnesty International Canada stated that this bill: 

.. falls far short of Canada's international human rights and refugee protection 


obligations and will result in serious violations of the rights of refugees and 
migrants. 


The Canadian Civil Liberties Association has issued a scathing 
attack on the government's attitude toward refugees. 


Ultimately this goes against Canadian values. We in this place and 
a majority of Canadians believe that as a free nation we have a 
responsibility to ensure that we provide a home to those refugees and 
migrants escaping situations that have put their lives and the lives of 
their families in peril. 


As members can imagine, I will be voting against the bill. I 
welcome any questions the members may have. 


@ (1025) 
Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the hon. 


member would comment on why the New Democrats think Canada 
is still being chosen as a target for these ships. 


The Sun Sea was a vessel, if we could call it that, that departed 
from Thailand, travelled halfway around the world and passed within 
miles of many other destinations that could have provided safe 
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shelter. Instead, it headed for Canada, not only because it was the 
safest destination, I would argue it was because the smugglers knew 
we have a very generous immigration system. 


Why would the member want to see Canada exploited for that 
purpose? 


Mr. John Rafferty: Mr. Speaker, the Conservatives are 
approaching this issue on the basis that everyone is evil. They 
believe that people who arrive on our shores looking for a better life 
for themselves and their families do not deserve to be here and 
should go to some place else. The Conse Ty aly are saying that 
Canadians do not want to help them. 


To answer the hon. member's question, the current legislation 
allows for a life sentence for human smuggling. We have existing 
laws on the books that do that. 


I reiterate that this is not a public safety issue. It should be a 
refugee issue. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I listened 
intently to the member's presentation. I heard him say that there is a 
possible charter violation in this legislation. He made reference to the 
2007 Supreme Court of Canada decision in the Charkaoui case 
where the 120 day mandatory detention was struck down. The 
Canadian Bar Association and many legal commentators have been 
unequivocal in their criticism of this legislation because of charter 
violations. 


In view of the comments made by the Supreme Court of Canada 
and the legal commentators on the case, is it not the case that this is 
more than a possible charter violation? I would suggest that it is 
virtually certain the bill runs afoul of the charter. 


® (1030) 


Mr. John Rafferty: Mr. Speaker, there are a number of sections 
that Bill C-4 would violate. 


Section 15 of the charter talks about equality under the law. Bill 
C-4 would create a new second class of refugees who are denied a 
temporary resident permit or a humanitarian and compassionate 
grounds application. For all of these reasons it would go against that 
section and section 9 of the charter, which deals with arbitrary 
detention. 


We are simply not allowed to do that. This legislation calls for that 
and it is wrong. 


I also mentioned the UN convention relating to the status of 
refugees. The bill is probably in violation of it. 


Article 31 states: 


The Contracting States shall not impose penalties, on account of their illegal entry 
or presence, on refugees who, coming directly from a territory where their life or 
freedom was threatened in the sense of article 1, enter or are present in their territory 
without authorization, provided they present themselves without delay to the 
authorities and show good cause for their illegal entry or presence. 


The UN convention would also be broken by this legislation. 


It is unfortunate that the government has a majority in this 
particular case. I hope the bill will go to committee and that the parts 
of it that are contrary to our charter of rights and the UN convention 
will be struck down. 
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Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, I rise today to speak to Bill C-4, the so-called act to prevent 
human smugglers from abusing Canada's immigration system, and I 
do so with great trepidation. The bill is another misleading and 
ingenuous device by a government bereft of compassion and 
determined to exercise its majority with a punitive and heavy hand. 


I would like to speak to two specific elements of Bill C-4, the first 
being human trafficking. The truth is that the Conservative 
government is playing politics at the expense of the human beings 
who need help and support to find a better life for themselves and for 
their families. 


We studied the issue to trafficking human beings at great length in 
the status of women committee. The committee found, in its 2007 
report, that the issue of human trafficking was complex and many 
steps needed to be taken to address this horrendous crime against 
vulnerable people. 


The underlying cause of trafficking is poverty. Individuals are 
trafficked into Canada from other countries where there is no hope 
for a future. It often is more difficult for a woman to immigrate to 
Canada because there are many more barriers such as the need for 
money and education, which are for many women inaccessible. 
Immigration laws need to be changed to allow more women to 
immigrate on their own and not through means that leave them 
vulnerable to human trafficking. The temporary resident permit 
process needs to be reviewed and victims who have been trafficked 
should be sheltered for 180 days and allowed to work. The 
government should ensure their basic needs are met during this 
period. 


The Immigration and Refugee Protection Act needs to reviewed 
and amended. In particular, section 245 (f) of the regulations states in 
part that a “victim having been under the control or influence of 
traffickers...is more likely to require detention”. This section needs 
to be eliminated. Many traffic victims are threatened with criminal or 
immigration exposure by their traffickers. That is preventing them 
from seeking help. Section 245 (f) assumes that these people are 
criminals and not victims. This simply reinforces the power of the 
traffickers. Steps need to be taken to help victims of trafficking or 
those in danger of trafficking instead of treating them like criminals. 


The Conservatives claim that the bill cracks down on human 
smuggling. That is not so. As it is currently written, it concentrates 
too much power in the hands of the Minister of Immigration and 
unfairly penalizes legitimate refugees. The government should, by 
all means, go after the criminals, the traffickers, the smugglers, but 
do not pursue a course of action like that proposed in Bill C-4 that 
jeopardizes the innocent and the vulnerable. 


The other issue I want to discuss relates to the predecessor of Bill 
C-4, Bill C-49, introduced in the last Parliament in reaction to the 
arrival of the MV Ocean Lady and the MVSun Sea from Sri Lanka. 
When the MV Sun Sea arrived in B.C. in 2010, the government 
fanned the flames of fear and racism about the individuals on the 
boat by insisting that many of them may have had links to the Tamil 
Tigers. Without any investigation or efforts to determine who was on 
the ship or what they had endured, the government incarcerated 492 
men, women and children and set in place barriers to their refugee 
claims. 
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What were these Sri Lankans trying to escape? Amnesty 
International provides some insights. 


During the Sri Lankan civil war some 300,000 Tamil civilians 
were displaced by armed conflict and consequently detained in 
government camps. Those suspected of ties with the Liberation 
Tigers of Tamil Eelam, the LTTE, more than 12,000, were detained 
separately. Many were held incommunicado and sometimes in 
facilities not designed to hold prisoners, or they were detained in 
secret places. Innocent civilians were trapped for months prior to the 
conflict's end, without adequate food, shelter, sanitation and medical 
care, or any access to humanitarian aid. The LTTE used civilians as 
human shields, as well as using threats and violence to prevent them 
from fleeing the conflict zone. Government artillery killed and 
wounded those same innocent civilians, including patients in 
hospitals and medical workers. 


@ (1035) 


The government of Sri Lanka failed to address the impunity 
enjoyed by warring factions for past humanitarian violations and 
continued to carry out enforced disappearances and torture. 
Hundreds of Tamils continued to be detained in the south for 
lengthy periods without charge under special security legislation. 
Human rights defenders and journalists were killed, assaulted, 
threatened and jailed. Police killings of criminal suspects intensified. 


In May the Sri Lankan government declared victory over the 
LTTE ending more than 25 years of armed conflict. However, an end 
to fighting did not end the government's reliance on draconian 
security legislation or stem human rights violations. 


Both the Sri Lankan government and the LTTE violated 
international humanitarian law. The Sri Lankan government used 
heavy weaponry indiscriminately in areas densely populated by 
civilians. The LTTE forcibly recruited adults and children as 
combatants, used civilians as human shields against the approaching 
government forces and attacked civilians who tried to escape. 
Independent accounts from the conflict areas were limited as access 
by the media, the UN and humanitarian agencies was absolutely 
restricted. 


According to UN estimates, thousands of civilians died in the 
fighting. Displaced people reported enforced disappearances of 
young men separated from their families by the military as civilians 
tried to cross into government territory. The government did not 
reopen the highway to the Jaffna Peninsula until July, thus severely 
restricting civilian access to humanitarian supplies during the first 
half of the year. 
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By the end of May, civilians displaced by fighting were confined 
to government camps in the north and east where conditions were 
crowded and unsanitary. The Sri Lankan government initially 
banned humanitarian agencies from the newly established camps, 
which were run by the military, and only gradually eased restrictions 
to allow delivery of relief material. 


Humanitarian workers were not permitted to speak to displaced 
people. Visits by journalists were tightly controlled and no 
independent human rights monitoring was permitted. By year end, 
restrictions on freedom of movement had been relaxed, but over 
100,000 people remained in the detention camps and they were 
dying by the thousands. 


During all this time and all this misery, the Government of Canada 
refused to act, refused to speak out, refused to demand an end to the 
atrocities. Canadians of Tamil descent came by the thousands to 
Ottawa to beg their country, to beg their Prime Minister to do 
something, to say something in the desperate hope that the slaughter 
of their families would end. The Prime Minister did nothing. 
Therefore, in fact, the government helped to create the refugees it 
denied in 2009 and 2010. 


New ‘Democrats recognize and respect our responsibilities to 
refugees. By all means enforce the many laws already in place to 
prevent criminals from smuggling human beings or trying to gain 
access to our country, but do not arbitrarily abandon our human 
obligations to others and do not further expose our country to the 
criticism of other nations, which wonder aloud what happened to 
Canada's respect for human rights. 


The bill has been soundly criticized by the Canadian Council for 
Refugees, Amnesty International Canada, the Canadian Civil 
Liberties Association, the Canadian Bar Association and an expert 
panel at the Centre for Refugee Studies. They have told the 
government that Bill C-4 violates Canada's international human 
rights and refugee protection obligations. It violates charter 
protections against arbitrary detention and prompt review of 
detention. 


Bill C-4 undermines Canadian values of humanity, honourable 
conduct and obligation to our fellow citizens both at home and 
around the world. They are asking how their government could 
justify the detention of children, defend blocking family reunifica- 
tion and how it could justify giving the government the power to 
arrest any non-citizen or permanent resident without evidence of 
criminality. Indeed, Canadians are asking, “How did we come to 
this? How do we get our Canada back, the one that we love?” 


We need a resounding “no” to this legislation. 
© (1040) 


Mr. Costas Menegakis (Richmond Hill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
hon. member is continuing the rhetoric we keep hearing from the 
NDP members, proving once again they are really not ready to 
govern this nation. 


Public safety is at the heart of these measures. If Canada cannot 
maintain the integrity of our borders, if we cannot control who 
shows up, who wanders our streets or who has access to our health 
care and benefits, then we have a serious problem. This is why the 
bill is so important. 
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Why is the hon. member so quick to dismiss the expectations of 
law-abiding Canadian families that their government will stand up 
for them and keep our borders, streets and communities safe? 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen: Mr. Speaker, this has nothing to do with 
the expectations of Canadians. Canadians expect the government to 
uphold our Constitution, to uphold our law and to respect the 
international covenants that we have signed. 


In regard to this law, we have all kinds of laws and legislation to 
protect Canadians against smugglers. Smugglers are supposed to get 
life sentences:1f they are caught. The government harps constantly 
that deterrents are the solution to all. If deterrents are the solution to 
all, we have the deterrents now. 


We do not need to jeopardize the men, women and children who 
are dependent on our civility and on our sense of human dignity. 


In terms of ability to govern, I do not see it over there. This 
opposition is ready to offer the compassion, security and intelligent, 
practical kinds of laws Canadians want. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I appreciate the member's passionate defence of civil liberties and the 
rights that we have taken on internationally to protect the rights of 
refugees who come to our shores. 


Has she examined the claim by government members that there is 
some kind of queue for refugees and that these people are jumping 
the queue? I find that the strangest part of the propaganda for this 
bill, the notion that there is a queue for refugees. Clearly, in my view, 
there is not. 


I would like to hear the comments of the member for London— 
Fanshawe. 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen: Mr. Speaker, my colleague's question is 
very insightful. 


The reality is, and I encounter this from time to time when I meet 
with my constituents, there is this notion that there is a back door and 
somehow people come in through that door. The truth is there is no 
back door. There is no front door. We have been rejecting people. We 
have been sending them away for years, since the government came 
into power. 


A case in point is this. My community has a significant number of 
Colombian refugees. They are fleeing a draconian government. They 
are fleeing death sentences. They were labour leaders and business 
people. In fact, a family in my community right now faces being 
deported. Family members were told point blank by the FARC that 
they would be executed, so they ran to Canada, yet they are going to 
be deported. 


My rationalization for this rejection of virtually all Colombians is 
that onerous and ridiculous free trade agreement that the government 
signed between Canada and Colombia, an agreement that never . 
should have been signed. 
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@ (1045) 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservative government is framing this bill as an attack on 
trafficking, smuggling and public safety. 


Could the hon. member tell us who the bill really targets? 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen: Mr. Speaker, the bill is targeting the 
vulnerable, those who are seeking asylum, because the government 
somehow thinks that it is going to gain points with its base if it 
appears to be tough on those people who it agreed to bring in to 
Canada under UN agreements. 


In terms of smuggling, as I said in my remarks, in 2007 the 
committee on the status of women did a study of human smuggling. 
We have found absolutely that not only were people coming into this 
country because they were impoverished, but they were being further 
taken advantage of by the lack of supports here. 


There is much to do, and the government refuses to do any of it. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a personal connection to Bill C-4, since my parents are 
Vietnamese. I know a lot of people who are real refugees and who 
are commonly known as boat people. I grew up in Brossard, a 
wonderful, multi-ethnic city where four out of ten people are 
immigrants, which makes for a dynamic and very diverse multi- 
ethnic population. 


In my riding of Brossard—La Prairie, immigration is important. 
Twenty-four per cent of the population has ties to immigration. | 
know from a personal perspective what it is like to be an immigrant, 
even though I was born in Canada. I know a lot of people and have 
friends who went through extraordinary ordeals to be able to come to 
Canada. There are a lot of challenges and difficulties related to that, 
and that does not just go for the Vietnamese community. There are 
the Chinese communities, the Jewish communities and the Italian 
communities. I know it is not easy to be an immigrant, and it is even 
more difficult to be a refugee. 


A large number of families choose to live in Canada for its quality 
of life. We are an appealing host country, but people do not choose to 
come here just because they want live here. It is also often because 
they must flee their country. They do not really have the choice. 
They decided to leave a country where there is discrimination and 
where their rights are affected. International law guarantees anyone 
fleeing persecution the right to go to another country and seek 
asylum. That is why we have a refugee system. The system exists. 
The laws are there. It works. 


A number of newcomers are fleeing their countries for political or 
economic reasons. Once again, the Vietnamese community is 
familiar with that. Starting in 1975, thousands of Vietnamese tried 
to leave their country by sea to come live in Canada, an open and 
democratic country that respects human rights. 


Canada must offer protection to refugees and to people who fear 
persecution if they return to their country of origin. So why did the 
number of asylum seekers in Canada decrease drastically between 
2009 and 2010? We are talking about 10,000 fewer people. 
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The repressive measures in this bill are being criticized by many 
civil society organizations such as the Canadian Council for 
Refugees and the Canadian Civil Liberties Association. Amnesty 
International is saying that Bill C-4 does not respect Canada's 
obligations in terms of human rights and the protection of refugees 
and immigrants. 


This government's draconian measures are being rejected by all of 
the opposition parties and denounced as illegal and punitive by a 
number of community, religious, union and human rights groups. 


This year marks the 60th anniversary of the coming into force of 
the UN Geneva convention relating to the status of refugees. Sixty 
years. Bill C-4 strikes me as an odd anniversary gift from the 
Conservatives. 


I know that many Canadians want to be tough on smugglers and 
illegal immigrants, but this bill punishes the refugees and not the 
criminals. It does not target the smugglers. It does not target the 
criminals. Individuals and families are the ones being targeted. 


I also know that the majority of Canadians do not want to see 
refugees, including women and children, imprisoned for having 
sought asylum in Canada. Think about it: a welcoming gift of having 
children and parents put in prison. 


The bill, as it stands, sets out detention rules and a review 
procedure for the detention of certain types of foreigners. This is yet 
another policy that divides. Can you imagine a young mother 
coming to Canada—a place she thinks is free, safe and known the 
world over to be tolerant and open—only to find herself in prison in 
Vancouver? Is that really how Canadians wants to welcome political 
refugees? 


The Conservatives are saying that this bill will cut down on 
human trafficking. But in reality, this bill, as it stands, concentrates 
too much power in the hands of the Minister of Immigration and 
penalizes refugees. 


The NDP is proposing that the criminals—the traffickers and 
smugglers—be punished directly. 


@ (1050) 


As currently drafted, Bill C-4 punishes legitimate refugees and the 
people who try to help them. The proposed process is neither clear 
nor transparent and, in addition to being arbitrary, it is ultimately 
quite discriminatory. 


Just a few months ago, Parliament passed a new law concerning 
refugees. What we really need now is better enforcement of that law, 
not new legislation. We must help equip the RCMP with the tools 
required to go after criminals. The Conservatives should spend less 
time on photo ops and more time on proper enforcement of existing 
legislation dealing with human trafficking. They should also provide 
the RCMP with the resources they need to do their work effectively, 
rather than playing political games. 
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The government wants to satisfy its right wing by using the 
refugee issue for political purposes. The Conservatives are making 
this out to be a matter of public safety, but that is not the case. Even 
though the bill was introduced by the Minister of Public Safety, it 
primarily concerns the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act . 
This is about immigration and refugees. Make no mistake. It is not 
about public safety. 


With Bill C-4, there is a total violation of refugees' rights. The 
Canadian Bar Association, which did not support Bill C-49, the 
former version of this bill, said that the bill “violates Charter 
protections against arbitrary detention and prompt review of 
detention, as well as Canada’s international obligations respecting 
the treatment of persons seeking protection.” 


The NDP cannot support this bill because it could violate section 
15 of the charter, which concerns equality before the law. It also 
creates a second class of refugees who are refused permanent 
residence. They are also refused a temporary resident permit, the 
right to apply for permanent residence on any humanitarian grounds 
and access to travel documents for refugees. This creates inequality 
before the law simply because the minister has designated these 
people based on the means of transportation they used to enter the 


country. 


@ (1055) 
[English] 


My parents are Vietnamese and I know many people who have 
fled Vietnam by boat. They crossed the seas and risked their lives for 
a better future for their children here in Canada. They are not 
criminals. Under this legislation they could have started their new 
Canadian life here in jail. 


The Conservative government has a blurred understanding of 
human trafficking, mixing up human trafficking, human smuggling 
with the irregular movement of refugees. Those are very distinct 
notions. The government must be aware of that. 


Most refugees are themselves fleeing from very difficult and 
oftentimes very dangerous circumstances, hoping to arrive in 
Canada, a more tolerant and free country, but they could end up in 
jail for up to a year. Imagine a mother of three children ending up in 
jail in Montreal because she has been deemed irregular by the 
government. The government is once again playing on people's fear. 
Is it really the way the Conservatives want to rule this country? The 
opposition cannot support this kind of governance. 


The Conservative government is using Bill C-4 as a marketing 
tool, while on the other hand saying it will protect Canada from 
human smuggling. What the government really wants is to 
discourage immigration. It also wants to satisfy its base. 


I strongly stand against Bill C-4. 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my colleague for his speech. Certainly, I 
acknowledge how Canada has been enriched by the addition of so 
many immigrants from a wide variety of countries and, certainly, I 
applaud that, and I welcome him. I also welcome his presence here 
in the House. 
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However, there are a couple of things that have come out in the 
last two speeches that I think need to be corrected on the record. 
There is an implication that somehow Canada is losing its spot in the 
world as a compassionate country. 


I need to remind all hon. members of the action of our Balanced 
Refugee Reform Act, which actually increased our refugee numbers 
by 2,500 per year. We are now well over 14,000 per year, the highest 
per capita in the world. Obviously, all of us would like to do more 
and we are, as I said, increasing by 2,500 per year. 


However, we need to remind ourselves that this bill is an effort to 
bring balance and fairness into the system. 


I would just ask my colleague, is it not fair that border officials 
and our security officials should have the tools to determine whether, 
in fact, the persons who are seeking asylum is who they say they are 
and whether or not they are simply facing persecution or, in some 
cases, possibly actually fleeing prosecution? 


Mr. Hoang Mai: Mr. Speaker, let us not forget, here in Canada, 
when we talk about the respect for refugees and having refugees 
coming to Canada, Amnesty International Canada says that Bill C-4 
falls far short of Canada's international human rights and refugee 
protection obligations, and will result in a serious violation of the 
rights of refugees and immigrants. 


We are saying, yes, we need to have stricter application of the 
laws, but they already exist. We need to also support the RCMP, 
giving them the tools to apply the laws, but not to create a new bill 
that would actually affect the rights of refugees. 


® (1100) 


The Speaker: There will be two and a half minutes left for 
questions and comments after question period, but now we will 
move on to statements by members. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


WALLACEBURG 


Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, on August 20, I had the honour of attending the TSN/Kraft 
Celebration Tour events held in Wallaceburg. 


Wallaceburg garnered the highest number of online ballots in 
history .to win the competition and claim the $25,000 prize. 
Although this is a huge accomplishment, to me the bigger story 
was the presentation of a cheque for $5,000 raised in one morning by 
the people of Wallaceburg which they donated to Trenton, their 
competitor. 


As one of the hardest hit Canadian communities during the last 
decade, Wallaceburg, a town of 11,000, has lost 6,000 jobs during 
this time. Wallaceburg is well known for its generosity in the face of 
adversity. In this case it showed what it is really made of again. 
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Residents demonstrated one of the finest examples of community 
spirit I have ever seen. I applaud the people of Wallaceburg. It is 
indeed my privilege to be their member of Parliament. 


XX *% 


CHILDHOOD CANCER 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, on September 14, the waters of Niagara Falls turned gold, and on 
September 16, the CN Tower was bathed in golden light. These two 
extraordinary events were because of a courageous and remarkable 
young woman named Stephanie Simmons, a three time brain tumour 
survivor. 


With the support of her incredible family, Childcan and the many 
organizations that help children and their families deal with cancer, 
Stephanie was able to organize the lighting of Niagara Falls and the 
CN Tower, and host a barbecue at Harbourfront. All of this was to 
honour the hundreds of children and families who have survived, 
and the bereaved families who came to Harbourfront for this first 
national day of awareness and action and draw attention to the reality 
of childhood cancer. 


The House may remember Stephanie's campaign for a gold ribbon 
stamp and coin in honour of the victims and survivors of childhood 
cancer. Unfortunately, both Canada Post and the Mint have rejected 
Stephanie's requests, but Stephanie is persistent. Anyone who can 
turn Niagara and the CN Tower to gold will not be denied. 


Seek ae 
[Translation] 


BREAST CANCER 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Simcoe—Grey, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
the House today to express my support for the Canadian Breast 
Cancer Foundation, a cause that is very important to me personally. 


[English] 


Breast cancer is the most common form of cancer among 
Canadian women, and many of us have been touched by this 
devastating disease. Personally, my mother Lynne lost her battle with 
breast cancer in 1989 and this is one of the reasons I am an ardent 
supporter of the Canadian Breast Cancer Foundation. 


I was recently joined by over 100 volunteers, including Wayne 
Noble, Terry Geddes and mayors Linda Collins and Ken Ferguson, 
at a golf tournament to support the Canadian Breast Cancer 
Foundation. 


I would like to take this time to thank Jen Nichol, an ardent 
organizer for the Canadian Breast Cancer Foundation. 


[Translation] 


As a doctor, I am very aware of the fantastic work being done by 
the Canadian Breast Cancer Foundation. 
[English] 


It provides support for high quality research in all areas, including 
education and prevention, screening, diagnosis and treatment. 
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As October is Breast Cancer Awareness month, I am proud to 
stand in support of the Canadian Breast Cancer Foundation. I ask my 
colleagues to participate in the Run for the Cure on October 2. 


CCE 


ONWARD WILLOW 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, yesterday a 
cornerstone organization of the Guelph community celebrated its 
20th anniversary, and we could not be prouder. 


Since 1991, Onward Willow Better Beginnings, Better Futures has 
served the residents of the Willow Road area by supporting families, 
helping to build a stronger community and a better, more sustainable 
quality of life for Guelphites. 


Families and especially children are the foundation of our cities, 
and Onward Willow has had an incredible impact on their lives. By 
finding and implementing new, creative and effective ways to 
support the healthy development of children and families, Onward 
Willow established itself as an essential element of the Guelph 
community for decades to come. 


I was proud as a member of the Wellington-Guelph Housing 
Authority to assist Onward Willow in its infancy. I am prouder as the 
member of Parliament for Guelph to reflect on the amazing people 
who have built this organization over 20 years and to be involved 
heading into the next 20 years. 


I congratulate and thank Onward Willow for its first-class service. 


**R* 
[Translation] 


INTERNATIONAL PLOWING MATCH 


Mr. Pierre Lemieux (Glengarry—Prescott—Russell, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I rise here today to draw attention to the International 
Plowing Match, which is being held this week in Chute-a-Blondeau, 
in my riding of Glengarry—Prescott—Russell. 


The plowing match brings together farmers from across North 
America and around the globe, giving them the opportunity to show 
off their skills and to celebrate agriculture. Over 80,000 people are 
expected to attend this year's celebration. I would also like to 
emphasize that, this week, we are celebrating the first bilingual 
International Plowing Match. 


@ (1105) 


[English] 


I also salute the 30 lovely Queen of the Furrow contestants from 
counties all across Ontario. I congratulate Courtney Connors of my 
own county of Prescott-Russell on having been crowned Queen of 
the Furrow. We are very proud of Courtney. 
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I personally congratulate key organizers Mayor Gary Barton, 
Mayor Robert Kirby and Bruno Lecot, and the more than 1,000 
volunteers for their generosity and hard work in making this year's 
International Plowing Match such a tremendous success. 


wwe * 


[Translation] 


INTERNATIONAL DAY OF THE GIRL 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, although I have had many opportunities to speak in this 
House, this is the first time I am doing so to make a personal 
statement. 


I would like to begin by sincerely thanking the voters of Laurier— 
Sainte-Marie for the trust they have placed in me. I will do 
everything I can to remain worthy of that trust. Since yesterday was 
the International Day of the Girl, I would also like to thank all the 
women who have inspired me throughout my life, particularly 
Jacqueline Raymond Bélanger 


I would like to take this opportunity to pay tribute to all women, 
here and around the globe, who, through their intelligence, self- 
sacrifice and courage, have built countries. Our country remains a 
work in progress. Our country should not be built on things like the 
oil sands, for instance, but rather on the firm foundations of social 
justice and solidarity. We owe it to future generations. That is what I 
am committed to working on in the coming years. 


XX % 
[English] 


ARMY CADETS 


Mr. Colin Carrie (Oshawa, CPC): Mr. Speaker, a few weeks ago 
two of Oshawa's finest cadets from the 1913 Ontario Regiment 
Royal Canadian Army Cadet Corps, Adrian Francisco and Kyle 
Ryan, earned a tremendous honour by receiving their jump wings 
from the Canadian Forces parachutists course. 


Adrian and Kyle were among the 47 cadets from across the 
country who were selected for the course which took place at CFB 
Trenton on Canada Day. 


Over a five week period, Adrian and Kyle learned the basics of 
parachuting, and underwent several gruelling challenges, including 
hanging from the rafters in flight suits during flight instruction. 


Kyle brought home top honours in the course and was named 
Canada's Most Outstanding Army Cadet and received the 2011 
General Walsh Memorial Sword. 


The focus, determination and discipline that Kyle and Adrian have 
demonstrated should serve as an inspiration to all of us. Their 
accomplishments are something all Canadians should admire. 


I am honoured to stand before the House today and congratulate 
both Kyle and Adrian. They have represented the 1913 Army Cadet 
Corps with a tremendous amount of pride and honour. 
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[Translation] 


PAT BURNS 


Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is with pride and a heavy heart that Stanstead 
will officially open the Pat Burns Arena this weekend. We lost Pat 
Burns last November. Throughout his career he was one of the most 
popular coaches in the National Hockey League. 


His fans cheered when he won the Stanley Cup and was named 
coach of the year. His fans were also there for him during his three 
bouts of cancer. Pat Burns said about the arena that the next Mario 
Lemieux or Sidney Crosby might come from Stanstead and play at 
the arena that bears his name. 


I am sure that is true and that one day, he or she will win gold with 
Team Canada. It was a great privilege to have someone so 
determined and so passionate living in our community, and thanks 
to this arena, he will continue to have a positive influence on young 
people for a long time to come. 


RCE 
[English] 


JUNCTION SHUL 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honour the 100th anniversary of the Junction Shul in 
Parkdale—High Park. It was built in 1911 to house the Congregation 
Knesseth Israel. It is the oldest original synagogue in Toronto still in 
use today. | 


In the early 20th century, the founding families donated funds to 
purchase a parcel of land on Maria Street and built the synagogue 
with community donations of money, labour and materials. It 
quickly became the heart of the Jewish community. 


The descendants of these original founders continue to care for the 
building and congregation, and through their generous donations and 
hard work, the Shul has been restored to its original condition. 


This past weekend, old and new members of the congregation put 
together a joyful street festival and welcomed in the community to 
celebrate this local landmark. 


On this historic anniversary, we celebrate more than a historic 
Toronto building, we honour a community at the heart of Canada's 
rich and diverse history. 


x x + 
@ (1110) 


WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS 


Mr. Chris Warkentin (Peace River, CPC): Mr. Speaker, a 
significant report released by the Convergence Consulting Group 
earlier this week held good news for Canadian consumers. 


The report noted that more and more households are using cell 
phone services only. Why? Because wireless prices have come down 
dramatically due to greater competition, which is a direct result of 
the AWS spectrum auction conducted by our government in 2008. 
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In fact, the report indicated that new competition in the market has 
spurred price drops of almost 58% on voice and data plans. It has 
also led to a more diversified market, with new entrants forecasted to 
occupy 12% of the market by 2014, up from 5% today. 


Decisions by our government have resulted in a wireless sector 
that offers more competition, greater choice and, most important of 
all, lower prices for consumers. These are decisions that we can be 
proud of. 


[Translation] 


CIRCUIT DES COULEURS CROSS-COUNTRY RACE 


Ms. Élaine Michaud (Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier is a riding marked by the 
dynamism of its people, who are very involved in their community. 


This weekend, the first edition of the Circuit des couleurs, a cross- 
country event organized by the Cantons-Unis de Stoneham-et- 
Tewkesbury, will be held. 


I would like to mention the excellent work done by the 
Association des citoyens et citoyennes de Tewkesbury in organizing 
this event, which aims to highlight the cultural and natural heritage 
of the region. 


This event will be an opportunity to meet the residents of 
Stoneham and Tewkesbury and also to admire the exceptional 
scenery in the valley of the Jacques-Cartier and the beautiful fall 
colours. 


I invite everyone to come discover the recreational tourism 
services of the united townships and the studios of the region's artists 
who will be there. I look forward to seeing you there. 


*** 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Robert Goguen (Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, yesterday, we had the privilege of welcoming British 
Prime Minister David Cameron to the House. 


He reminded us all of the importance of Canada's economic 
leadership. 


To quote Prime Minister Cameron: 


In the last few years, Canada has got every major decision right... 


Your economic leadership has helped the Canadian economy to weather the 
global storms far better than many of your international competitors. 


But there was also an important message: the global economy is 
fragile and the time has come for countries to face fiscal challenges. 


This is also the message that Canada, through our Minister of 
Finance, gave at the G20 meeting today. 


Europe must take decisive action to resolve the debt problem in 
countries like Greece. Canada's experience and success in imple- 
menting the economic action plan serve as an important example for 
the entire international community. 
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JOAN FARLEY 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to pay tribute to the late Joan Farley, a remarkable 
woman whose vision and actions transformed Montreal's West Island 
community in profound and lasting ways for the benefit of thousands 
of children and adults with special needs and their families. 


Joan was a pioneer. She sought respect and recognition for the 
rights of the intellectually handicapped and those experiencing 
mental health problems. Among the organizations Joan helped 
establish are the John F. Kennedy School, the Gary Taylor Centre, 
the West Island Association for the Intellectually Handicapped, 
Omega Community Resources, and the Lakeshore Vocational 
Projects Association, now known as the Centre de réadaptation de 
l'Ouest de Montréal. 


In 1976 she founded West Island Citizen Advocacy, a group that 
advocates for the rights of people with special needs, creates one-on- 
one matches between special needs clients and volunteers, and 
provides supervised housing for people with mental health 
challenges. 


In recognition of her contribution to building a better Canada, in 
2004 Joan received the Order of Canada from then governor general 
Adrienne Clarkson. 


Joan will be greatly missed, but her memory and spirit will live on 
and inspire future generations of community activists and volunteers. 


te ke 


VOLUNTEER FIREFIGHTERS TAX CREDIT 


Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo- 
boit Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government and in fact all 
Canadians appreciate the tremendous service provided to us all by 
our first responders. 


This year in budget 2011 we created a new non-refundable tax 
credit in the amount of $3,000 for certain volunteer firefighters, a 
well-deserved initiative by this Conservative government. 


Fire chief Rob Simonds, the president of the Canadian Associa- 
tion of Fire Chiefs, said it best when he lauded this move by the 
Conservative government. He said: 


The Canadian Association of Fire Chiefs (CAFC) commends the federal 
government for reintroducing a $3,000 tax credit for volunteer firefighters in the 
2011 Federal Budget. 


We would like to recognize the government for following through on its campaign 
commitment to pass this important initiative into law. 


Our Minister of National Revenue travelled across the country all 
summer, promoting the awareness of many new and important tax 
credits which benefit all Canadians. While in Fort McMurray, I 
believe she said it best: 

On behalf of the federal government and all Canadians, I want to thank you very 


much for your dedication and your selfless service. You are part of what makes 
Canada the best place in the world to live. 
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@ (1115) 
[Translation] 


THE PEOPLE OF BEAUHARNOIS—SALABERRY 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, on July 18, a boat carrying a couple and their two 
children went down on Lake St. Francis, close to Sainte-Barbe. 


Enormous waves overturned their boat. At about two o'clock in 
the morning, a young resident, Eve Davignon, heard yelling and 
alerted her father, Pierre Davignon. Pierre, with the help of a 
neighbour, Sébastien Frappier, managed to save the entire family 
from drowning. 


The fire chief, Camille Pilon, and his colleagues also demon- 
strated courage and level-headedness. They did not hesitate to do 
everything necessary to help the two children, who were suffering 
from hypothermia. 


On behalf of all the people of Beauharnois—Salaberry, I would 
like to commend everyone involved for their bravery. Thank you so 
much. | 


[English] 
FIREARMS REGISTRY 


Mr. Bryan Hayes (Sault Ste. Marie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday marked one year since an important vote here in the 
House, a vote that took place on ending the ineffective and wasteful 


long gun registry. 


How important was it? Let us ask the member for Ajax— 
Pickering, the member for Yukon or the member for Nipissing— 
Timiskaming, because those ridings were let down a year ago, let 
down by members of Parliament who listened to their Ottawa bosses 
instead of the people who sent them here, and now they are gone. 
They have been replaced with great Conservative members. 


Canadians have given us a strong, stable majority government to 
implement our strong mandate, a mandate that includes eliminating 
the ineffective and wasteful long gun registry. I for one look forward 
to that vote. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it took a 
visit from another Conservative for the Prime Minister to acknowl- 
edge, albeit reluctantly, the looming threat to the economy. We know 
that at the last minute the Prime Minister added a few lines to adjust 
his speech last night after David Cameron's warnings, the same 
warnings the NDP has been issuing for weeks now. Mouvement 
Desjardins has now added its own voice and its own warnings. If 
nothing is done, Canada will be hit by another recession, the second 
one under this Conservative government. 


What is the Conservative government's plan for dealing with this 
potential crisis? 
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Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. member for 
his question. He mentioned the Prime Minister of England. I would 
like to quote him. 


[English] 


He said, and I quote: 


In the last few years Canada has got every major decision right. Look at the facts. 
Not a single Canadian bank fell or faltered during the global banking crisis. Canada 
got to grips with its deficit and was running surpluses and paying down the debt 
before the recession, fixing the roof while the sun was shining. Your economic 
leadership has helped the Canadian economy to weather the global storms far better 
than many of your international competitors. 


I repeat, as our Minister of Finance has: we have the next phase of 
Canada's economic action plan, which will continue us on the path of 
SUCCESS. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government can no longer blame the Greeks and the eurozone for the 
economic problems here in Canada. That argument does not hold 
water. It is a diversionary tactic. The Conservatives have to take 
responsibility for their economic failure, their inability to capitalize 
on Canada's advantages. We have the fiscal capacity that others do 
not. We can invest in infrastructure, get an excellent return on our 
investment, strengthen employment and the economy and give 
ourselves a sound competitive advantage. 


No private investor would pass up such an opportunity. Why is the 
government passing it up once again? 
[English] 

Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to remind the House that we 
do have a plan to support jobs and to create some growth here in 


Canada. It is a plan that, unfortunately, the NDP and the Liberals 
voted against. 


In fact, they voted against things like flowing $1 billion in federal 
funding to provinces and territories for infrastructure in 2011-12, 
helping manufacturers by extending the accelerated capital cost 
allowance for two years, renewing EI pilot projects to help the 
unemployed, extending work-sharing agreements to help protect 
jobs, and creating a hiring credit for small business to help create 
jobs. 


They need get on side with us and help— 
The Speaker: The hon. member for Outremont. 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, yester- 
day the British Prime Minister called the current global economic 
crisis a “debt crisis”. His solution is more austerity, but it is a 
diagnosis that simply does not apply here in Canada. Ours is a crisis 
of inadequate demand in the economy caused by a lack of private 
investment, debt-burdened households, a growing trade deficit and 
government cutbacks. The obvious and immediate solution is long 
overdue investment in infrastructure and job creation. 


Will the Conservatives stop making excuses and start investing in 
the projects that will restore falling infrastructure while putting 
Canadians back to work and strengthening our economy? 
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@ (1120) 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that is exactly what this country 
cannot afford to do. Let us see the facts once and for all. 


Canada has fared relatively better than most during the global 
recession. In fact, Canada has the best fiscal position in the G7, the 
lowest net debt in the G7, among the lowest of deficits in the G7 and, 
as we all have heard, the IMF and OECD both project that Canada's 
growth is going to be among the strongest in the G7 if we continue 
on this low-tax plan that we have put in place. 


The last thing that we need is to tax our businesses $10 billion 
more, which would in fact kill jobs. 


*** 


PENSIONS 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the last few days have underlined once again what a gamble the 
government is taking with the retirement security of Canadians. Its 
so-called pooled pension scheme throws the retirement savings of 
Canadians into a market roulette wheel. On the other hand, the Bay 
Street fund managers will have guaranteed returns. 


The government's preference for padding the pockets of financial 
managers while ignoring the needs of Canadians for pension security 
is what is happening. When will the Conservatives provide 
guaranteed retirement security for Canadian families? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have been working very hard to 
improve Canadians' retirement security. Let us just go over some of 
the things that have been done. 


We cut taxes for seniors and pensioners by over $2 billion 
annually. That includes pension income splitting. We reformed the 
framework governing federally regulated pensions to better protect 
pensioners. We are working with the provinces. We studied 
proposals and we are going to make further improvements. Now, 
with them, we are working on the introduction of the new pooled 
registered pension plan. The PRPPs will provide low-cost pension 
plans to millions of people who never had a pension before. 


[ Translation] 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the benefits of public sector versus private sector pension plans are 
clear. The Canada pension plan and the Quebec equivalent are less 
costly to manage and they are guaranteed. The problem is that the 
Conservatives are not allowing citizens to use their preferred method 
of saving. People want to see action on this file. Canadians should be 
able to invest their savings in public pension plans if they so desire. 


Why do the Conservatives prefer that people lose their shirts on 
the stock market? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have worked hard to increase 
retirement security for Canadians. For example, we cut taxes for 
seniors and pensioners by more than $2 billion, notably by allowing 
pension income splitting. We have worked with the provinces to 
look at proposals for other improvements and, as I said earlier, we 
are about to implement the pooled registered pension plan. The 
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PRPP system will provide low-cost pension plans to millions of 
people who do not have a pension. 


CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, the past few months have brought us the protectionist 
buy American legislation, an economic downturn this quarter and a 
rising unemployment rate. Instead of helping Canadians by creating 
jobs, the Conservatives are using the situation as an excuse to cut 
and eliminate vital programs and services. Making cuts in a time of 
economic downturn only exacerbates the problem. 


Will the government show some flexibility and put those cuts on 
hold until the economy is in a better position? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government cares about what 
matters most: the economy and jobs. Canada's current economic 


growth is proof that we are on the right track for Canadian families. 


Both the IMF and the OECD agree that Canada will have one of the 
fastest growing economies in the G7. In addition, Moody's has just 
renewed Canada's AAA credit rating because of our economic 
resiliency, financial strength and low susceptibility to event risk. 


@ (1125) 


[English] 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, whether it is 
a tony royal gazebo, fake lakes, G20 spending or now fishing trips 
on search and rescue aircraft, the government's ministers think 
taxpayers' money is their personal reserve. No one is buying the 
defence minister's excuse that his lift from a. fishing camp was a 
preplanned training demo. Training demonstrations are day-long 
exercises. 


Could the minister confirm that his office overrode the local base, 
which initially denied his demand for vital rescue equipment to give 
him a lift to the airport? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I said yesterday, I was on a trip to the beautiful province 
of Newfoundland and Labrador, a trip I paid for myself. As a result 
of pressing government business, I was called back from that 
vacation. I left the vacation early to come back to work. 
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As the member might know, the government has reduced the use 
of government aircraft by over 80%. We take the use of government 
aircraft very seriously. It is used for government business. That is the 
line we will follow. 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we are not 
talking about tourism here. We are talking about accountability and 
responsibility on the part of ministers and the spending of taxpayers' 
money. This minister's story is falling apart. We know he could not 
have been scheduled to participate in a training mission because he 
knew he had to be in London, Ontario, for an announcement. 


This is arrogant, high-flying abuse of life-saving equipment, plain 
and simple. . 


Can the minister table one email, one piece of paper, one piece of 
correspondence to back up his cockamamie story about a preplanned 
demonstration, or will he just fess up, apologize and— 


The Speaker: Order, please. 


The hon. Minister of National Defence. 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I said, I came back to work as a result of government 
business. With respect, our government has reduced the use of 
government aircraft by 80% in the past three years. As the hon. 
member knows, aircraft are used for government business. 


With respect to the member himself, I am surprised that he would 
raise the issue of helicopters, given that his government cost 
taxpayers $1 billion by cancelling the EH-101 program, when it 
came to the Sea King helicopter replacement. 


CE D 


AFGHANISTAN 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, today, 
Canadians learned that our military trainers in Afghanistan were 
involved in active combat last week when a NATO compound in 
Kabul came under attack. 


The Prime Minister and the Minister of National Defence 
repeatedly told Canadians that this would be a non-combat mission. 
Clearly, that is not the case. This training mission is a combat 
mission that continues to put Canadian troops at risk. 


Will the government now acknowledge that there is no non- 
combat military role in a war? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as the member knows, the combat mission in Afghanistan 
has now come to an end. We have transitioned to training. That 
training is taking place in and around Kabul. However, I do not think 
the member is naive enough to suggest that Canadian Forces are not 
going to protect themselves when in a volatile city like Kabul. They 
will return fire and protect themselves. That is what happened in this 
instance. The member and Canadians would expect no less. 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this is 


holding the government to account that says one thing and then does 
the other. 


This incident undermines Canadians' trust in the government. We 
were told this would be a non-combat role. That is clearly not the 
case. We were told that our troops would be out of harm's way. 
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However, the Canadian Forces say that Kabul is an extremely violent - 
environment. 


We were even denied a chance to debate and vote on this mission 
in the House of Commons. 


Why did the government mislead Canadians on this issue? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I agree with some of what the hon. member is suggesting. 


Yes, Kabul is a very dangerous environment. I have nothing but 
the greatest respect for the Canadian soldiers who are there, doing 
their fine work in training the Afghan national army and police. 


Yes, Canadian Forces will in fact protect themselves in that 
environment. As I said, the hon. member would expect no less. 


To suggest somehow that the Canadian government has said there 
will be no danger in Kabul is completely wrong and he is misleading 
the House. 


© (1130) 


[Translation] 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Minister of National Defence had a search and rescue 
helicopter pick him up while on a fishing trip. Later, he flew to 
London, Ontario, on a Challenger jet. And that is not all. He 
travelled by jet to Halifax to attend a lobster festival. 


Is this the minister's way of familiarizing himself with all our 
different means of air and military transportation, or does he plan on 
becoming a pilot? 


[English] 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, taxpayers expect government 
officials to conduct the nation's business at a reasonable cost. It is 
something that our government takes very seriously. 


I want to be clear. Our use of government aircraft by our ministers 
is always in compliance with policy. We do follow the policies. And 
we have reduced the use of government aircraft significantly, as we 
have said. 


When we look at Challenger use by the Liberals who spoke earlier 
about this issue, we have reduced our use 80% since they abused 
them as personal limousines constantly. We only use them for 
government business. 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, how can a lobster festival have anything to do with the 
army? Not so long ago, the Minister of National Defence condemned 
such actions. The minister's office maintains that his flight on the 
Cormorant had been in the works for some time. However, we 
learned today that the helicopter was ordered that same day. 


Why was a search and rescue helicopter used for a private fishing 
trip? 


[English] 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, taxpayers expect government 
officials to be careful and prudent in their use of government aircraft. 
However, they also expect government officials to carry out the 
government's business and sometimes that necessitates the use of 
government aircraft. We are very careful and prudent in doing so. 


We will ensure that we continue to keep the costs of such use 
down and respect taxpayers' dollars; something that is certainly not a 
priority for that party across the aisle. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, yesterday, the minister's office claimed that his flight on a 
search and rescue helicopter was part of a long-standing request. But 
now we have learned that the request to pick him up from his fishing 
trip was ordered at the last minute. 


After logging countless hours on Canadian Forces executive jets, 
does the minister now feel he is completely familiar with their 
operations? Or does he need to jet around to a few more lobster 
festivals, just to make sure? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our ministers and our govern- 
ment officials are proud to do the government's business. We are 
doing the government's business for the people of Canada, and we 
do so in a careful and prudent fashion that respects taxpayers’ dollars. 
We will continue to do that. We are always very careful to respect 
taxpayers’ dollars. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Department of National Defence is becoming as leaky 
as a used British submarine: leaks coming out to:discredit the brass 
and leaks about the minister's fondness for executive travel, for 
fishing trips, and lobster festivals. 


It seems the government is losing the confidence of the senior 
leadership in the Canadian Forces. Could the minister tell us who is 
running the show in his department? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, I am very proud of the leadership within the Canadian 


Forces. Our chief of defence and down through the ranks have done 
an outstanding job: distinguishing themselves in international 
missions; responding to challenges here at home, whether it be 
floods or fires; and conducting themselves in concert with other 
government security forces during the Olympic games, during the 
G8 and G20. 


Our Canadian Forces do a spectacular job. I could not be more 
proud of their leadership. 
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Mr. Tarik Brahmi (Saint-Jean, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the illogical 
tale of the HMCS Chicoutimi continues after being bought second- 
hand from the British in 1998. After having suffered a fire in 2004, 
the submarine is still in dry dock today. 


The government has made a claim that she will sail by 2013. Is it 
not true that the HMCS Chicoutimi is now being dismantled for 
parts? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): No, 
Mr. Speaker, that is not true. 


In fact, what we have are four submarines that have interchange- 
able parts. What we are doing, of course, is trying to have those 
submarines available for use. 


No one would deny there have been challenges with respect to 
these submarines that were purchased by the previous government. 
In fact, submarines bring an important credibility and an important 
capability to the Royal Canadian Navy. We are going to continue to 
work with our officials to see that that capability is available to 
Canada. That asset is something that will serve our country well in 
the future. 


@ (1135) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Tarik Brahmi (Saint-Jean, NDP): Mr. Speaker, seriously, a 
former sailor says that there are only 80 qualified submariners in the 
entire Canadian Navy. Not so long ago, there were 300. Parts from 
HMCS Chicoutimi have even been installed on HMCS Victoria. 


Will the government now admit that we will have to wait until 
2016 before a single submarine is operational in the Canadian Navy? 


[English] 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I said, this is an important capability. The submarine 
program has been plagued with difficulties. These are very 
sophisticated vessels. One person compared their sophistication to 
the space shuttle in terms of the amount of equipment on board that 
submarine. 


With respect to their availability, we have had use of those 
submarines at various times since taking possession of them. They 
are involved in an upgrade right now that will see their availability in 
the future, and we continue to work toward that process. 


eal 


VETERANS AFFAIRS 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, from 6,800 veterans fighting the government in the 
Supreme Court to get their SISIP clawback done, from widows 
fighting for enhanced VIP services for themselves, from atomic 
veterans with no compensation package, to an agent orange 
compensation that left out thousands of people, we now have an 
increasing number of homeless veterans and veterans using food 
banks. 
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When the minister said yesterday in the House that we have a 
seamless transition to civilian life, does this mean transition to the 
good shepherd's society, does this mean transition to the streets, does 
this mean transition to food bank shelters? When will the 
government— 


The Speaker: The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Veterans Affairs. 


Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, when it comes to agent 
orange, our government acted when the Liberals refused to act. 


When it comes to homelessness, our government is taking action. 
In fact, in March we established the new emergency funds that allow 
veterans and their families to access emergency cash when there are 
no other funds available. We have established new initiatives in 
Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver, to help with the homeless. We 
have asked all of our district offices to go out and search, and assist 
our homeless veterans. 


We take our veterans very seriously. In fact, no other government 
has served our veterans more honourably. 


KK * 
[Translation] 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, after 
spending two very difficult years in Albania, Arjan Tabaj and his 
family are finally back in Canada. The Federal Court ruled that this 
family had been deported without justification. 


Today another family is being separated by this government. Ms. 
Paola Ortiz came to Canada to escape a life of physical abuse. She is 
married and has two children. As we speak, she is on a plane headed 
back to Mexico, back to the hardship and violence she was fleeing. 


Why has the minister not intervened to avoid ripping this family 
apart? 
[English] 

Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, part of CBSA's 
mandate is to investigate and remove persons who are in violation of 
Canada's immigration laws. Those individuals who are assessed to 
be in violation and do receive orders, do receive due process before 
the law. They are subject to various levels of appeal, including a pre- 
removal risk assessment. 


[Translation] 


TAXATION 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, by 
attacking the savings of Canadians with dual citizenship and 
imposing massive fines on them, the American government is 
threatening the financial security of hundreds of thousands of 
Canadians. The Conservatives responded by writing a letter. 


Why is the government allowing the United States to treat law- 
abiding Canadians as though they were tax-evading billionaires? 
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Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. 
member for his question. We share Canadians’ concerns about this 
situation. We raised those concerns directly with the American 
government. Most Canadians who are affected by this are honest, 
hard-working people who obey the law. We have to do more, which 
is why we asked the United States government to treat these people 
with clemency. We also clearly explained that the Canada Revenue 
Agency will not collect the fines imposed by the IRS under FBAR 
on their behalf. 


@ (1140) 
[English | 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservatives are only too happy to cave in to any U.S. demand 
when it comes to security, but they allow the U.S. to threaten 
Canadian jobs with its protectionist buy American policy, and now 
they have failed to defend law-abiding Canadians. 


Conservatives are eager to follow U.S. orders on border security, 
but they do nothing to protect our own citizens from the American 
taxman. 


Why will the Prime Minister not pick up the phone, call President 
Obama, and stand up for Canadians' interests? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I said just a moment ago in 
French, we have acted on this file. We have the same concerns that 
most Canadians have. That is why the Minister of Finance took 
immediate action and spoke with our American counterparts. That is 
why he wrote a letter indicating to Canadians that we are working on 
this issue. 


We do not believe that it is justified that Canadians who have bank 
accounts here, who are honest and credible taxpaying Canadians 
who simply did not know that they have to file these documents, 
should be targeted. We are going to continue to insist that our 
American counterparts work on this. We are going to insist that the 
CRA is not going to collect these taxes on their behalf. 


kK * 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Canada 
has one of the best trained and most productive public services in the 
world. By blowing money on unnecessary high priced consultants, 
the Conservatives are throwing money at a problem that does not 
exist. 


At a time when the government is preaching restraint, why is its 
budget for consultants totally out of control? 


Mr. Andrew Saxton (Parliamentary Secretary to the President 
of the Treasury Board and for Western Economic Diversifica- 
tion, CPC): Mr. Speaker, reckless spending and out of control debt 
are the key problems facing other countries today. 
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Private sector advice is an essential part of our plan to ensure 
Canada avoids the economic and financial problems that have 
plagued much of the rest of the world. For every dollar that is spent, 
we expect to receive $200 in savings. 


[ Translation] 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this 
government is wasting money by creating a shadow public service. 
It is an insult to our government employees, it is an insult to our 


taxpayers, and it is ‘another way for the government to reward its. 


special friends. It does not make any sense to spend money to reduce 
expenses. 


Why is this government refusing to invest in job creation but 
throwing hundreds of thousands of dollars out the window on 
expensive consultants? 


Mr. Andrew Saxton (Parliamentary Secretary to the President 
of the Treasury Board and for Western Economic Diversifica- 
tion, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canada is not immune to the problems 
other countries are facing. Canadians gave us the strong mandate to 
protect and pursue Canada's economic recovery. Our government has 
a plan that involves keeping taxes low, creating employment for 
Canadians and ensuring economic growth. Irresponsible spending 
and uncontrollable debt are significant causes of the problems other 
countries are experiencing today. 


TI oS, 
[English] 


PRESIDENT OF THE TREASURY BOARD 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the Treasury Board did not invent rum bottle politics or 
unbridled patronage but he has certainly raised it to a high art. 


We now know that the member for Parry Sound—Muskoka 
bought the 2008 election using the public treasury as his personal 
campaign war chest. 


As much as we love hearing from the member for Calgary East 
read us prepared notes, I am not asking him. I am asking how the 
Prime Minister can put up with a Treasury Board President who 
violates his own Treasury Board guidelines to such an egregious 
extent... 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, that kind of mud-raking by 
the opposition was rejected in the last election. 


I will be clear. The facts have not changed. This issue has been 
thoroughly aired. The Auditor General had all the government 
information. 


This government is focused on what matters to Canadians, which 
is jobs and the economy. 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, next to 
out and out corruption, nothing offends the sensibilities of Canadians 
as much as patronage pork-barrelling. 


We now know that the President of the Treasury Board was setting 
up his buddies with lucrative and generous G8-related consulting 
contracts, as if, again, he had this money to dole out. 
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It is that kind of “who you know” politics that fuels the cynicism 
in an already jaded electorate. 


I want to ask the Conservatives what ever happened to the Public 
Appointments Commission that was supposed to put an end to 
patronage. What ever happened to the Federal Accountability Act? 


@ (1145) 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, maybe the hon. member 
should see his voting record and find out how they voted against it, 
because he will get the answer faster. 


The facts have not changed. This issue has been thoroughly aired. 
The Auditor General had all the government information. I will tell 
the member that this government is focused on jobs and working for 
the economy. That is what Canadians elected the government for. 


XX % 


SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 


Mr. Russ Hiebert (South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, yesterday, the Liberals were up to their old 
tricks by once again obstructing our measures to get tough on crime. 


Our government's Safe Streets and Communities Act would 
increase sentences for child sex offenders, end the use of house arrest 
for serious and violent crimes and increase penalties for drug dealers 
who specifically target our children. 


Victims, police and Canadians are clear. It is time we put the rights 
of victims ahead of the rights of criminals and ensure that all 
criminals are held accountable. 


Would the Minister of Justice please tell the House why all 
members should support Bill C-10? 


Mr. Robert Goguen (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Justice, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians gave our government a 
strong and clear mandate to continue making our streets and 
communities safer. 


During the election, we committed to introducing and passing 
comprehensive legislation within the first 100 days of sitting in the 
new Parliament. We are delivering on this promise. 


We talk the talk and we walk the walk. On this side of the House, 
the message to law-abiding Canadians is that we got their back. 
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[Translation] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the minister's 
explanations to justify cuts to the budget for monitoring the ozone 
layer do not make sense. The minister claims that cuts are necessary 
to better monitor the pollution in the oil sands. The Conservatives are 
telling us that we have to sacrifice the ozone layer to better 
understand the pollution in the oil sands. The cuts will have 
consequences on the quality of our environment. 


Why are the Conservatives not telling Canadians the truth? 
[English] 

Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I will say again that Environment Canada will continue to 
monitor the ozone. The World Ozone and Ultraviolet Data Centre 
will continue to deliver world-class services. Our government will 
continue to protect the environment in the most cost-effective way 
possible. 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the minister 
continues to insist that the cuts to the ozone monitoring programs are 
harmless, and he makes it sound so simple. He says that we have two 
ozone measurements and now we are just going to have one. 
However, he is disregarding the science because they measure 
different things. 


Because of the minister's shortsightedness, now we will not have 
the data that we need to track the hole in the ozone layer. Why is the 
minister disregarding both science and common sense? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, my colleague has misquoted me, but I will assure her that 
the environment remains a key priority for this government, even at 
times of fiscal restraint. As we are doing across all of government, 
we will be taking a close look at all of our spending over the next 
year and the results of our deficit reduction action plan will be 
announced in the budget next spring. 


Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Keystone pipeline is another example of the government's failed 
economic and environmental policies. The pace of development in 
the oil sands means that the government will not even meet its own 
climate change targets. 


Will the minister explain why the government keeps summarily 
promoting this pipeline instead of defending the best interests of 
Canadians? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, the Keystone XL pipeline will provide a substantial 
economic benefit to both Canada and the United States. We trade oil, 
natural gas and electricity across our borders every day. 


While the opposition continues to bash Canada abroad, our 
government will defend the Canadian economy, will defend 
Canadian resources and will defend the 600,000-plus Canadian jobs 
that we have created since the recession started. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
minister is talking about economic development, but we are talking 
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about jobs. Workers in the region are very clear: the pipeline will 
cause the loss of thousands of good jobs in Canada. 


Why is the government prepared to sell our jobs and our 
environment? 


@ (1150) 
[English] 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, the NDP talking about jobs and the oil sands is 
ridiculous. Its past environment critic has called for a moratorium on 
oil sands development that would kill tens of thousands of Canadian 
jobs. We know there are over 100,000 Canadian jobs that are tied to 
the oil sands. The NDP wants to stop every last one of them so it is 
willing to sacrifice good Canadian jobs. We are not willing to do 
that. We will stand up and defend Canadians. 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Prime 
Minister declared, that his new government will govern for all 
Canadians but he will not even govern for Canadians who voted 
Conservative. 


Peter Hoff, a wheat farmer in Alberta and a Crowfoot constituent, 
is one of thousands of western wheat farmers who did not vote 
Conservative to end the single desk Canadian Wheat Board. 


Why is the government insisting that 39% of the vote is good 
enough to elect the Conservative government but 62% of farmers' 
votes are not good enough to preserve Mr. Hoff's livelihood? Why is 
the member for Crowfoot not standing up for his constituents? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
nothing could be further from the truth. The vast majority of western 
Canadian farmers understand the need and the requirements to 
market on their own behalf. They do that so well. Globally, they 
market canola, pulses and livestock domestically and around the 
world. We know they can do that with wheat as well. They just need 
a chance to do that. We will offer that. They can say no but, at the 
end of the day, this will happen. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to talk about government hypocrisy. 


On the one hand, approximately 40,000 Prairie grain farmers 
voted 62% to keep the Canadian Wheat Board. The Prime Minister 
declares that the vote means nothing, that it does not count. The 
Prime Minister, like the minister, says the Wheat Board must go. 
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The CWB vote had a 66% turnout and 62% said yes, and yet in 
British Columbia the HST vote had a 52% turnout and 55% said to 
get rid of the HST. There was no question on the validity of that one. 
My question for the government— 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. Minister of Agriculture and 
Agri-Food. 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
Prime Minister did an excellent job on Monday explaining to the 
Liberals how even they could elect more members if they use a 
skewed voters' list like the Wheat Board did. Of course, anybody 
who has to go back five years in order to prove their point is not 
moving forward with actual producers trying to build a future and a 
positive outcome to their bottom line. That is what we are acting to 
do. We know that value added and innovation will only follow a free 
market. We will deliver that free market for western Canadian 
farmers. The Liberals will try to keep them in shackles and chains, 
like they did back in 2002. We will not allow that. 


Kok + 
[Translation] 


OFFICIAL LANGUAGES 


_ Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 

Conservatives on the Standing Committee on Official Languages 
rejected two motions to enforce the Official Languages Act. The 
opposition members want all subsidiaries of Air Canada to be 
subject to the act, which was rejected by the Conservatives. We also 
asked to examine the reason why Afghan detainee documents were 
not in both official languages, which was also rejected. 


Will the government start to work with us to enforce this 
legislation? 

Mr. Jacques Gourde (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Public Works and Government Services, for Official 
Languages and for the Economic Development Agency for the 
Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
his question. 


We are happy to have started working together on the Standing 
Committee on Official Languages. Our government is determined to 
continue to protect and promote our country's two official languages. 
We allocated record funding to the Roadmap for Canada's Linguistic 
Duality. 


Mr. Yvon Godin (Acadie—Bathurst, NDP): Mr. Speaker, when 
the Conservatives refuse to consider opposition proposals and 
motions, official language minority communities are the ones that 
suffer. There are consequences for the members of these commu- 
nities who do not receive services in the language of their choice. 


Can the Prime Minister and the official languages minister ask the 
Conservative members sitting on the Standing Committee on 
Official Languages to show some good faith and to work with the 
opposition to serve all Canadians fairly? 


Mr. Jacques Gourde (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Public Works and Government Services, for Official 
Languages and for the Economic Development Agency for the 
Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to remind my 
colleague that we allocated record funding to the Roadmap for 
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Canada's Linguistic Duality. This money will strengthen the 
country's existing official language minority communities and will 
bring language and culture to new communities across Canada. I 
hope that we can set partisanship aside and work together on this 
committee. 


Kuk 
[English] 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
later today, Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas is due to address 
the United Nations General Assembly and perhaps table a resolution 
calling for full member status of a Palestinian state that does not yet 
exist. 


Given that the attention of the world is focused on the United 
Nations today, could the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs remind the House of the long-standing position of 
the Government of Canada? 


@ (1155) 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the long-standing position 
of the Government of Canada has not changed. 


The only route to peace in this canflict is a peace negotiated by 
both parties. One of the states must be a Jewish state and recognized 
as such, while the Palestinian state must be a non-militarized one. 


Any unilateral action is unhelpful to the situation. We urge both 
parties to get back to the table to undertake constructive, peaceful 
talks that may one day lead to an acceptable solution for both parties. 


*K** 


EMPLOYMENT 


Hon. Mark Eyking (Sydney—Victoria, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
asked a question yesterday in the House about the loss of jobs in 
Cape Breton. . 


The answer I got from the Service Canada minister was, “Tough 
luck, I am taking your jobs.” 


My question is for the Minister of ACOA. If he will not stand up 
to the callous actions of his colleague who is stealing away our jobs, 
what will he do to recovery the more than 10,000 jobs that have been 
lost, stolen, in the forestry, automotive, pharmaceutical and service 
industries? What will the Minister of ACOA do to help Cape Breton 
with those jobs that were lost under the government? 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, first, 
the hon. member knows full well that as much as he wants to use 
hyperbole in this place, it does not serve any purpose. The reality is 
that with NewPage alone— 


Hon. Mark Eyking: Help us. Help us. 
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Mr. Gerald Keddy: We are trying to help. We absolutely are. 


The Minister of ACOA and the Minister of National Defence have 
met repeatedly on this issue. They have had long and ongoing 
discussions on this matter. 


The closure of the mill is due to a global economic downturn. 
Enterprise Cape Breton Corporation has assigned a representative to 
a committee— 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Thunder Bay 
—Rainy River. 


*** 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Mr. John Rafferty (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, my constituents in Thunder Bay are agonizing over the 
unexplained deaths of seven first nations students in seven years. 
One week ago, on Pikangikum First Nation a sixth young man this 
summer took his own life. 


Has the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development 
read the Ontario chief coroner's report on the Pikangikum suicides? 
When will the minister act on its recommendations? What is the 
minister doing to make life safer and brighter for first nations youth 
on and off reserve? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
express condolences to the community of Pikangikum for its losses. 
My department has been in regular contact with the community of 
Pikangikum and continues to work with it and other partners to 
ensure lasting improvements in the community. 


We are working to address the nine recommendations made to our 
department in the Ontario coroner's report released this month and 
we will do everything we can to address the situation. 


**K* 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Rick Norlock (Northumberland—Quinte West, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, today the finance minister is representing Canada at key 
meetings of the global financial leaders taking place in Washington. 
We all know Canada's experience and success in implementing 
Canada's economic action plan. Our strong fiscal fundamentals, with 
the lowest total government net debt to GDP ratio by far in the entire 
G7, and our plan to return to balanced budgets has set an example for 
the rest of the world. 


Could the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance 
please outline what Canada is saying today about the current global 
economic challenges? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I reiterated earlier today, and as 
Prime Minister Cameron said yesterday, Canada is indeed an 
example to follow. To quote the prime minister, “[Canada's] 
economic leadership has helped the Canadian economy to weather 
the global storms far better than many of [our] international 
competitors”. 


Today, Canada will continue that economic leadership by calling 
on the European governments to act swiftly to fix their debt issues 
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and all European economies must tackle their debt overhang quickly 
to help secure the global economic recovery. Even more, countries 
with long-term debt problems must put in place and implement 
credible fiscal consolidation plans now. 


Ke we Ke 
© (1200) 


[Translation] 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Ms. Hélène Laverdiére (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, Tunisians living in Canada want to vote during the 
upcoming Tunisian general election. But it seems as though they will 
not be able to vote because the government is telling them that 
Canada cannot be an electoral constituency in a foreign assembly. 


Does the minister know that Canada and the United States have 
elected officials in France's National Assembly? Does he know that 
the constituency being proposed by Tunisia includes Canada and the 
United States? 


Will the minister take the necessary measures to allow Tunisians 
living in Canada to vote? 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we understand full well 
how important it is to Canadians, especially new Canadians, to be 
able to exercise their democratic right to vote. However, our 
government is opposed to Canada being used as an electoral 
constituency by a foreign country. 


However, we wholeheartedly support Tunisia's democratic transi- 
tion, as we have from the outset. 


FRS 


GOVERNMENT SPENDING 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, millions of dollars have been spent on personal travel by 
the former Governor General and the Chief of the Defence Staff for 
their vacations, by the defence minister for a fishing trip and by the 
Prime Minister for a hockey game, and now the CBC has revealed 
even more foolish spending on Challenger flights. Altogether, 
taxpayers paid $563,000 on unjustified air travel for the month of 
June alone. 


Given so much wasteful spending, is the Minister of Finance not 
embarrassed by his little lecture to Europeans yesterday about their 
management of public money? Is that not the pot calling the kettle 
black? 

[English] 

Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I said, we have been very 
prudent in the use of government aircraft. If we compare, for 
example, what happened under the Liberal Party when the typical 
use of a Challenger for cabinet ministers was 153 flights a year, we 
are looking at about 24 or 25 flights in a year, a significant reduction. 


That being said, in the process of our deficit reduction action plan, 
we are looking at all options for savings because we want to see the 
taxpayer dollars treated with respect. We do not want to see waste in 
any aspect of government. 
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ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 


LIBYA 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to table and put on 
notice the following motion. I move: 

That, in standing in solidarity with those seeking freedom in Libya, the House 
adopted government motions on March 21 and June 14, 2011 authorizing all 
necessary measures, including the use of the Canadian armed forces and military 
assets in accordance with United Nations Security Council Resolution 1973; that 
given the current military situation and the success of National Transitional Council 
(NTC) and anti-Gaddafi forces to date, the House supports an extension of up to 
three months of the involvement of the Canadian armed forces operating with NATO 
in accordance with the legal mandate from the UNSC Resolution 1973; that the 
House continues to support Canada's engagement in all spheres in the rebuilding of a 
new Libya, including human rights, democratic development and the rule of law; that 
the House deplores the violence committed by the previous regime against the 
Libyan people, including the alleged use of rape as a weapon of war; that the House 
of Commons Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Development 
and the Standing Committee on National Defence shall remain seized of Canada's 
activities under UNSC Resolution 1973 and in the rebuilding of the new Libya; and 
that the House continues to offer its wholehearted and unconditional support to the 
brave men and women of the Canadian armed forces, who stand on guard for all of 
us, and continue to protect Libyan civilians from the risks still posed by the Gaddafi 
regime. 


@ (1205) 


EXCISE TAX ACT 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-282, An Act to amend the Excise Tax Act 
(feminine hygiene products). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, this is an important bill in regard to the 
sale of feminine hygiene products and the extension of the GST 
because these products are a necessity. If we look at the experience 
of most women in Canada, it is a 40-year experience. These products 
are certainly not a luxury and that their use deems an exception from 
the GST. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


kK *K* 


INDEPENDENT AND EFFECTIVE OFFICE OF THE 
VETERANS' OMBUDSMAN ACT 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-283, An Act to establish the office of the 
Veterans’ Ombudsman. 


She said: Mr. Speaker, this is a bill of which I am very proud. It is 
in regard to support for our veterans and peacekeepers. 


Too many veterans are denied benefits and former peacekeepers 
have been abandoned. We see the evidence of this with the many 
homeless veterans and people who depend on food banks. 


In regard to the Veterans Review and Appeal Board, it is 
important to have qualified members on the board, people with 
medical credentials and also individuals who have served in the 
Canadian Forces because they have experience of the reality of CF 
personnel. 


I hope the House will support this because it supports veterans. 
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LAURE à 


STATUS OF WOMEN CANADA ACT 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-284, An Act respecting Status of Women 
Canada. 


She said: Mr. Speaker, this bill seeks to re-establish the Royal 
Commission on the Status of Women. As we know, Canada is a 
signatory to the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Discrimination against Women and encourages the advancement and 
full participation of women in all spheres of life. 


We know the commission was unceremoniously defunded in 1996 
and its work was clearly not done. Its role was to advise the minister, 
promote gender equality and advance the full participation of women 
in our country. 


With the current government, we have seen nothing but 
defunding of programs that would indeed advance the equality of 
women. It is time that we once again had an advocate who could 
advise the minister to ensure that women are regarded as they should 
be. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


RY RK, 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-285, An Act to amend the Criminal Code 
(hate propaganda). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, this bill seeks to amend the Criminal Code 
to expand the definition of “identifiable group”, in relation to hate 
propaganda, to include any section of the public distinguished by 
sex. 


As members will know, women are not included in this. The 
reality is that misogyny is alive and well and women need this 
protection. Therefore, I am pleased to extend this bill for 
consideration by the House. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


CPS SY 
@ (1210) 


EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-286, An Act to amend the Employment 
Insurance Act (compassionate care benefits for dependent children). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, this bill is inspired by a number of 
realities, first and foremost, experiences in my riding. 
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When a parent is looking after a seriously ill child, six weeks is 
just not adequate. It simply will not do. I suggest and ask that the 
support period be extended to 15 weeks. When a child is seriously 
ill, the entire family suffers. Parents very often have to leave their 
jobs and the family is in a situation where it is financially stressed. 
When a child is ill, a family should not ever have to endure the extra 
concern of a financial impediment. 


I would ask that members of the House consider the reality of 
families that deal with children who chronically or seriously ill and 
consider and support my bill. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


Kok 


SENIOR CONSUMER PRICE INDEX ACT 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-287, An Act respecting a Senior Consumer 
Price Index. 


She said: Mr. Speaker, this bill arises out of some consultations 
that I have had this spring and summer with seniors and seniors' 
organizations. In our country the Consumer Price Index and our 
understanding of the poverty level that seniors are experiencing is 
inadequate. 


My bill would amend the Canada Pension Plan and Old Age 
Security Act to provide that pensions provided under those acts are 
indexed in accordance with this senior consumer price index. We 
have a different reality today in terms of the needs of individuals and 
I would hope the House would support the bill and, thus, the seniors 
of our country. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


ye 
[Translation] 


LIBYA 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there have been discussions 
among the parties and I would ask for unanimous consent for the 
following motion: 


[English] 


That, notwithstanding any Standing Order or usual practices of the House, on 
Monday, September 26, 2011 the House shall consider the motion tabled earlier 
today by the Leader of the Government in the House of Commons relating to 
Canada's engagement in all spheres in the rebuilding of a new Libya and at 15 
minutes before the expiry of time provided for government orders on that day, any 
proceedings before the House shall be interrupted, if required for the purpose of this 
order, and in turn every question necessary for the disposal of the motion shall be put 
forthwith and successively without further debate or amendment. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. government House leader have the 
unanimous consent of the House to move the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Speaker: The House has heard the terms of the motion. Is it 
the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
(Motion agreed to) 
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QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that all questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


See 


PRIVILEGE 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED PROCUREMENT CONCERNING CANADIAN WHEAT 
BOARD 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to be here today. As I said earlier, I am 
rising to make an additional response on behalf of the government to 
the contempt allegations made by the hon. member for Malpeque on 
Monday, September 19, further to the initial and, I think, very 
adequate reply made by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons. 


Ultimately the member opposite is making an attempt to block 
planning efforts for bringing in a bill to give western Canadian grain 
farmers the marketing freedom our government has committed to 
giving them. It should come as a surprise to no one, as the 
parliamentary secretary has mentioned, that this has been a staple of 
Conservative election platforms. 


In May Canadians, including western Canadian grain farmers, 
gave our government a strong mandate to implement our commit- 
ments, including our pledge to give those farmers the freedom to 
choose how to market their grain. 


The two items cited in the member's submissions both relate 
exclusively to the government's planning efforts in preparing to 
bring in a bill and to be ready for its subsequent implementation if 
and when it is passed by Parliament. 


Before returning to the bulk of the critic's arguments, I want to 
briefly address his suggestion that there was a breach of section 47 of 
the Canadian Wheat Board Act. While I could go on at length that 
these allegations are false and spurious, it is well established that 
these questions are beyond the jurisdiction of the Chair. I would refer 
the House, for example, to page 261 of O'Brien and Bosc, together 
with the cases noted in footnote 75 there. 


At the core of his submissions, the member for Malpeque claims 
to rely upon the October 10, 1989, decision of Mr. Speaker Fraser at 
pages 4457 to 4461 of Debates. For the benefit of the House, it may 
be helpful to recap very briefly what happened in that situation. 


The government, having proposed a series of tax reforms but 
before legislation was tabled in the House, ran full-page newspaper 
ads about those reforms. The ads in question, which ran in August 
1989, opened with the words: 


On January 1, 1991, Canada's Federal Sales Tax system will change. Please save 
this notice. It explains the changes and the reasons for them. 
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In other words, it was a general broadcast to Canadians that not 
only presumed that Parliament would adopt these measures but that 
it would do so in an unamended way. That could not be further from 
the situation before us respecting the two items cited by the hon. 
member. 


First is the MERX posting, which I hasten to add is a focused form 
of communication intended for a targeted audience of service 
providers and very distinct from full-page ads in newspapers of 
general circulation, which communicate directly with the public and 
provide authoritative guidance in managing their own affairs. 


The document cited seeks an assessment and identification of 
assets and financial contracts of the Canadian Wheat Board. The 
purpose of the contract, as noted in the posting, is to: 


provide reasonable assurance of the total financial impact of the repeal of the 
Canadian Wheat Board Act. 


Later on, the notice of description reads that one of the audit's 
objectives is 


to determine the potential financial impact of the repeal of the Canadian Wheat 
Board Act. 


Let me repeat the word that I emphasized, and that is the word 
“potential”. 


The critic for the third party has also taken exception to the 
comment that such a repeal for the purposes of this audit engagement 
is “expected to be July 31, 2012”. Again, I should emphasize the 
word “expected”. 


You will note, Mr. Speaker, that it does not use words that 
prejudice the ultimate decision of Parliament, such as the “will 
change” line used in the GST ads, but rather that it simply notes a 
date when such a transition could be “expected” for the benefit of 
giving certainty to the auditors' terms of reference. 


To put it another way, the government is seeking additional 
information in the nature of quantifying the impact with respect to 
our very well-publicized proposal to introduce marketing freedom 
for western Canadian grain farmers. Moreover, if no fixed timeframe 
was suggested in the scope of the audit exercise, it would serve only 
to frustrate the original point of generating certain and reliable data 
in this process of quantifying the impact of the government's long- 
proposed plan. 


I could ask why a Liberal critic is suggesting that an audit should 
be weakened, but I will move on. 


To be clear, this request for proposals, found only on a 
procurement service website, is part of the government's planning 
efforts. To suggest that the government should be utterly incapable 
of consulting outside experts on proposals for significant changes in 
policies, let alone on a significant change like this, is folly. 


Second, the hon. member for Malpeque cited an article in the July 
28, 2011, edition of the Western Producer, which made reference to 
a task force constituted for the purpose of giving the government 
advice on.“issues that are likely to arise once legislation to end the 
single desk is passed”. 
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Part of the future scenario the task force is asked to contemplate 
turns on when such legislation is passed, in order to give focused 
advice to the government on this scenario. 


Again, this is entirely consistent with the planning activities of the 
government in preparation to implement its electoral commitments 
to Canadians. 


@ (1215) 


I want to return to Mr. Speaker Fraser's 1989 ruling, in which 
there is one passage I wish to stress. In coming to his conclusions, 
Mr. Speaker Fraser said: 

I can express my own opinion that the content was obviously drafted in a cavalier 


manner; there is an element of confidence, if not a boldness, in the use of a phrase as 
definitive as “save this ad!”. 


The hon. member for Cardigan also quoted from a May 29, 2008, 
ruling of Mr. Speaker Milliken, found on pages 6276 to 6278 of 
Debates. Key words from the decision quoted here on Monday were 
that there was no prima facie case of privilege in that case because 
there was 


no misrepresentation of the proceedings of the House or of any presumption of the 
outcome of its deliberations. 


There was, I would argue, no misrepresentation here, nor was 
there a presumption of what will happen here. Yes, assumptions were 
set for the scenarios under which planning materials were to be 
prepared, but these were not presuming the role and place of 
Parliament to pass legislation. 


Next, let me turn to a second decision of Mr. Speaker Fraser on 
September 30, 1991, found on pages 2920 and 2921 of Debates, 
respecting government ads respecting the then government's wage 
offer to the public service workers. This decision allowed him to 
distinguish his GST rulings. With respect to the wage offer ad, he 
said: 


...where it falls away from being exactly the same or even nearly the same as the 
ad on the GST is that this is not talking about in my view legislation which “has 
been passed or is in place”. It is talking about an offer made under circumstances 
which I think it would be reasonable to assume the government would then have 
to do whatever was imperative to place that offer into effect in the event that the 
offer was accepted. 


Mr. Speaker Milliken also had an opportunity to add to this field 
of precedence. In his November 25, 2002, decision on pages 1822 
and 1823 of Debates respecting ads about the Kyoto protocol, he 
opined on the thrust of the original GST advertising ruling by noting: 


The suggestion was that these changes were in fact already passed, and the tenor 
of the advertisement was extremely important in this regard and very important in 
regard to Mr. Speaker Fraser's ruling, as he said, first of all, that the date was fixed as 
to when these changes would come in when in fact the act had not been passed by 
Parliament, and second, that it said to save the notice because there would be no 
changes, that this was the way the tax would be, that “you can save this notice now 
knowing that this is the way it is going to be on January 1, 1991”, 


It was these two points that were made by Mr. Turner as objections to this 
particular advertising campaign and with which Mr. Speaker Fraser expressed his 
grave reservations at the end because of those two particular points. 


Later in that ruling, Mr. Speaker Milliken added: 


Generally advertising has been permitted, but what has been criticized and was 
criticized by Mr. Speaker Fraser, and where he had his reservations concerning the 
advertising campaign, was where the advertisement itself stated that there would be 
an implementation date and that the material in the ad was the final product. That was 
the objection. | 


x 
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Of course, Mr. Speaker, the two decisions I have just quoted from 
relate to advertising, not to consultations sought for the purposes of 
supporting the government's planning efforts. However, they may 
nonetheless be of benefit to the Chair in these circumstances. 


Picking up on Mr. Speaker Milliken's interpretation here 


respecting the tenor and the content, I want to underscore that with 


respect to the two documents cited, they relate to the government's 
planning efforts. That is their tenor, and the content relates to setting 
out a particular scenario for these experts to use when generating 
their analysis and advice. 


I would argue that the government must have the ability to plan 
intelligently, or manage, its proposals for legislative change. What 
the government has done here is simply an extension of that. On the 
other hand, what the hon. member for Malpeque is asking for would 
paralyze the process, and by extension could freeze the statute 
books, thereby doing far more to impair Parliament than to assist it. 


The government will be bringing in legislation on this issue. We 
have been clear on that. The House will have a chance to debate that 
important bill, and most certainly it will have a chance to vote on it. 
Nothing to the contrary has been suggested here. 


Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I would ask that you find there is no 
prima facie question of privilege raised by the hon. member for 
Malpeque. 


@ (1220) 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I do not 
have much further to add, but in his initial remarks the member 
clearly tried to debate the issue. 


This is not about debating the nght of government to bring in 
legislation. This is about a government that is bypassing this place in 
the advertisement setting up their task force and basically leaving the 
impression with the world that it is a fait accompli that the Canadian 
Wheat Board is gone effective July 31, 2012. 


It injures our international reputation in terms of the debate, 
among other things, but it is bypassing this place, and that is the 
point of my argument that I laid out the other day. 


I would again refer to the task force report terms of reference, 
which state: 


The group will take as given that 
—all grains will be removed from the monopoly by August 2012. 


It is very clearly saying that it is already done, even though no 
legislation has been introduced in this place to be debated and so on. 
There has been no real consultation with the Canadian Wheat Board 
to that effect. 


No legislation has been proposed here. However, based on 
remarks and papers by the government, the public could assume that 
the Wheat Board is already gone effective July 31, and that is 
absolutely wrong. 


Mr. Speaker, I would refer you to two further points. I already 
tabled this, but I will just refresh your memory. As shown on page 10 
of the selected decisions of Speaker Fraser, he said, when referring to 
the GST debate: 
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I expect the Department of Finance and other departments to study this ruling 
carefully and remind everyone within the Public Service that we are a parliamentary 
democracy, not a so-called executive democracy nor a so-called administrative 
democracy. 


I would say the government is actually operating like a 
dictatorship. 


Second, Speaker Fraser concluded by stating: 


...if ever this issue has to be debated and considered by this House again, these 
comments will serve to guide the House in its deliberations. 


That is a very key point. I would urge you, Mr. Speaker, to take 
the statements of Speaker Fraser very seriously. I know it is a long 
time ago, but he warned future governments not to do as the past 
government had done, and this alleged contempt by the government 
went much further in its documentation and in its task force. It is 
basically saying that the Canadian Wheat Board is all said and done 
without legislation having been brought forward in this place. 


Western grain farmers need the opportunity to be heard before the 
committee. During question period today we had a member stand up 
and quote a Conservative who voted for that government in the 
election. He very clearly said he did not vote to do away with the 
Wheat Board, but he is now to assume the Wheat Board is gone and 
done, and he has no opportunity to have a say before a committee or 
anything in this legislation. 


Mr. Speaker, I go back to my original remarks and ask you to 
consider that presentation very seriously. I know the government is 
now trying to take a defensive action. We heard it from the minister 
today in his response. This week we heard the Prime Minister say in 
response to a question in the House that basically the Wheat Board is 
done. There has not even been legislation introduced yet. Today in 
response to the member for Guelph, the Minister of Agriculture and 
Agri-Food and Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board basically said 
that the Wheat Board is done. There is no legislation to kill the 
Wheat Board in place yet, but the government is operating as if it has 
been here, debated and finished. 


We can make amendments here. - 


To conclude, I urge you, Mr. Speaker, to take the point of privilege 
and contempt very seriously. 


@ (1225) 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
will be very concise because I made an intervention earlier, as the 
member for Malpeque knows. 


Just to underscore what I said in my earlier intervention and to 
underscore what the parliamentary secretary just referred to, there is 
a huge difference between expectations and statement of fact. The 
analogy the member for Malpeque is trying to use is that the message 
on the MERX website was similar to the public advertisements 
placed by the former Liberal government in 1989 concerning the 
GST. Those ads back in 1989 said that that would occur and to save 
the notice to ensure that people remember when the GST changes 
would be effected. 
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We are talking about expectations. Our expectation is that the 
Wheat Board will be fundamentally altered when we introduce 
legislation, when legislation is voted upon. In fact, we have talked 
about expectations about the Wheat Board and changes to it for 
several years. In the last four election campaigns we said that if 
elected, we would try to enact changes to the Wheat Board. 
Expectations have been there for several years. There is no 
difference now. 


To suggest that we cannot talk about expectations is folly, and that 
is what the member for Malpeque is trying to do. He is trying to 
convince the Chair that by talking about expectations and the 
potential for change is somehow a breach of privilege and is 
contemptible. Nothing could be further from the truth. If members 
agree with the argument placed by the member for Malpeque, then 
no political party would be able to talk about anything during an 
election campaign. Parties would not be able to talk about their 
expectations and what they plan to do if elected because according to 
the member for Malpeque that is contemptible by his definition. 


Clearly, there is no question of privilege here. There has been no 
contempt here. 


Mr. Speaker, I do agree with one point raised by my colleague 
from Malpeque. We do urge you to give this serious consideration 
and get back to this House with your ruling at your first and earliest 
opportunity. 

@ (1230) 
The Speaker: I thank all hon. members for their interventions. I 


assure them that I will take this matter very seriously and will come 
back to the House in due course. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 


PREVENTING HUMAN SMUGGLERS FROM ABUSING 
CANADA'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-4, An 
Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, the 
Balanced Refugee Reform Act and the Marine Transportation 
Security Act, be read the second time and referred to a committee, 
and of the amendment. 


The Speaker: When we were debating this before statements by 
members, the hon. member for Brossard—La Prairie had two and a 
half minutes left for questions and comments. 


I will recognize the hon. member for Sackville—Eastern Shore. 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to congratulate my colleague on his election. I 
suspect he is going to have a long and very productive career as a 
member of Parliament representing his riding. 


The member's parents immigrated to this country and so did I. We 
want to make sure that all people who seek refuge or opportunities in 
Canada have an equal and fair opportunity to help build the mosaic 
of this country that we love so much. 
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Could he please elaborate ever so slightly on some of the pitfalls 
of Bill C-4 and where some legitimate refugees may not ever have 
that opportunity to call Canada home? 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank my hon. colleague for his question and for his 
wise guidance since I came to this House. 


The effect for refugees is humongous. Refugees come to Canada 
in order to seek a new life. They want to flee from persecution. 
When they come here we put them in a category where they almost 
have to go to jail. That is how we welcome those refugees. It is not 
acceptable. It goes against what Canada stands for in terms of 
opening the door to people who want to come here. 


We have seen in the past how immigrants have helped Canada 
move forward. My parents came from Vietnam. I have friends and 
family members who have come to Canada by boat. They would be 
directly attacked by this bill. It really goes against what Canada 
stands for. 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, since 
Confederation and leading up to it, Canada has served as a land of 
opportunity and hope for generations of immigrants who, from every 
comer of the globe, seek a better life for themselves and have even 
greater aspirations for their children. 


Together, new Canadians and long-time citizens have worked co- 
operatively to build communities and to build a country that is 
second to none, and is a model for the world. Canada's distinction, 
uniqueness, strength and success are drawn in part from the cultural 
wealth arising from the diversity of all of its citizens. 


It is from that strength we have built a country that is indeed 
immeasurably greater than any particular region, province, culture or 
group within it. Just as the measure of a person is how he or she 
treats others around him or her, stranger or not, fundamentally the 
measure of a country is how it deals with those men and women who 
seek refuge from poverty and violence, persecution and oppression, 
who arrive on its shores. 


As parliamentarians it falls on us to make the rules that determine 
how these men, women and children are received. As a 
parliamentarian, it does well to be reminded that there are episodes 
in our past where we approached those seeking refuge in a manner 
that was misguided and wrong. 


Incidents like the Komagata Maru in 1914 and the SS Sr. Louis 
during the Second World War resulted in refugees being forced to 
return to an almost certain persecution, and in far too many cases, 
death. Generations before them, we dealt poorly with the Chinese, 
imposing a head tax and then an outright ban on immigration, which 
was only lifted in 1947. 


It is incumbent upon us to not make the same mistakes that 
generations of lawmakers before us made. That is why the legislation 
before us demands serious reconsideration. 
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The bill, despite its stated intention to cut down on human 
smugglers, fails to do so, and instead targets legitimate refugee 
claimants. The mechanism exists already under the Immigration and 
Refugee Protection Act to penalize an individual found to be 
engaged in human smuggling. As it stands, a human smuggler faces 
up to $1 million in fines and a maximum of life imprisonment for 
smuggling more than 10 people into Canada. Yet earlier this week, 
the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism 
characterized the bill as a disincentive for human smugglers. I fail 
to see how the bill accomplishes that goal if the prospect of life 
imprisonment and a $1 million fine does not. 


By granting the Minister of Public Safety the all-too-broad 
discretion to designate the arrival of a certain group of refugees as a 
“human smuggling event” or an irregular arrival subject to a 
mandatory one year detention, the government opens up any arrival 
of two refugees or more to be a potential crisis. 


Once again, experts decry the move toward mandatory detention 
as not only ineffective, but also likely illegal. The government insists 
that it requires the time to determine the identity and admissibility 
and investigate illegal activity. However, existing statutes provide 
ample time for immigration officials to make these determinations. 


Yet again this is an example of a government that refuses to deal 
with the complexities of a given situation, of a government that 
refuses to see an issue any other way than in black or white. Much 
like its misguided mandatory minimum provisions in the omnibus 
justice bill, it is attempting to force through the House, the solution 
the government has arrived at is to detain and then incarcerate that 
which it cannot understand. 


Further to mandatory detention, the bill will restrict designated 
refugee claimants from making an appeal on humanitarian or 
compassionate grounds for five years, or from appealing to the new 
refugee appeal division. This legislation will surely be challenged. 


The appeal process exists for a reason. Humanitarian and 
compassionate applications are meant to catch those cases that fall 
through the cracks of our legal system. 


Yet if a refugee claim is found to be legitimate, the government 
still intends to produce more hoops to jump through, including a 
provision that bans a refugee from applying for permanent residency 
for five years after arriving. 


Not only is this provision a clear violation of the United Nations 
Convention relating to the Status of Refugees as it refuses the right 
to assimilation and naturalization, but it is the cruel act of a 
government saying to someone who has already endured significant 
hardship, “You can stay and work to support yourself and your 
family and pay taxes and contribute to society, but at any moment we 
can decide to send you home if we feel like it. Also, by the way, you 
cannot leave, or you have to stay out”. 


That does not perpetuate loyalty; it perpetuates resentment. This is 
from the same government that cut $53 million in funding to 
immigration settlement services across Ontario just before Christmas 
last year. 
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@ (1235) 


Guelph is a gateway community in Canada and 21% of its 
residents consider themselves immigrants. 


Last week I attended the annual general meeting of the Guelph 
settlement services centre. This organization provides numerous 
programs to facilitate speedy integration of new immigrants into our 
community. Fifteen per cent of its budget was needlessly cut by a 
government that really does not understand the new face of Canada. 


This year we watched as 492 Sri Lankan Tamil refugee claimants 
landed off our west coast. Barely a year before that, Canadians 
watched as a civil war tore apart that country. We watched incidents 
of terrorism and saw the squalor of poverty brought on by massive 
instability. Some 492 men, women and children packed themselves 
into a boat that was little more than a floating cargo hold and set out 
across the Pacific Ocean. There was little better about their 
accommodations for those months on the boat than the country 
they left for a better life. There was illness and death, but they came 


anyway. 


Many of those refugees are still in detention, but there is no doubt 
that even the past year in prison here in Canada has been better than 
the wreckage of Sri Lanka. If members do not believe me, I would 
refer them to the comments of the Minister of Public Safety 
yesterday when he spoke during the debate on the justice omnibus 
bill. The minister said that often foreign prisoners would much prefer 
incarceration in Canadian jails than in their home countries, and by 
extension, would prefer detention in Canada to any refugee camp in 
the world. Really there is no disincentive in the bill for those who are 
seeking refuge here in Canada and even less for the real criminals in 
this situation, the human smugglers. 


In the face of an uncertain world with increasing costs of food 
causing global unrest and climate change creating even larger 
displacements of people from African and other countries, refugee 
claims will only increase. Already we need measures much more 
creative than what is in the bill. Instead of trying to satisfy a small 
though vocal base by ideological legislation that looks tough but 
accomplishes nothing, Canada needs to begin looking to bigger and 
longer term solutions. We need to engage internationally in programs 
to deal with immigration and refugees. 


Human smuggling is a scourge that will only get worse if we do 
not actually combat human smugglers instead of penalizing refugees. 
As a maritime country, we are a natural destination for boatloads of 
displaced immigrants. Efforts at the UN with maritime and non- 
maritime countries will need to be undertaken to ensure that all 
nations assume their responsibility to help refugee claimants. 
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Just as we need to be smarter on crime, we especially need to be 
smarter on immigration. Canada is a beacon of light for people 
around the world. We cannot shut our doors and turn our backs on 
men and women, families, seeking a better life. But we also cannot 
allow criminals to take advantage of the system and make money off 
of refugees who are only looking to escape persecution, violence and 
oppression. 


Bill C-4 is not the right answer to what will be a defining issue for 
many years to come. 


© (1240) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, looking at this bill, which attempts to legislate against 
smugglers and human traffickers, we see potential for some 
worthwhile legislation against this type of trafficking. However, 
this bill is far from what it claims to be. It is a direct attack against 
this category of refugees who arrive in Canada seeking asylum. I 
would like the hon. member to comment on the fact that there are no 
real measures in this bill that truly address human trafficking. 
[English] 

Mr. Frank Valeriote: Mr. Speaker, the member is quite right. 
There are already penalties for human smugglers; there is a $1 
million fine and up to life imprisonment. What do the Conservatives 
do? They demonize and vilify people who are trying to escape 
circumstances which are a direct threat to their health, safety and 
their very lives. 


As I said, those people may be willing to spend a year in detention 
rather than face those circumstances. In fact this legislation is not 
really meant to deter people from coming here. It is meant to provide 
cosmetic window dressing to the Conservatives’ base so that 
Canadians and particularly the Conservatives’ base think the 
government is doing something about this problem. 


Mr. Francis Scarpaleggia (Lac-Saint-Louis, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to congratulate my colleague on a very good speech. I 
have a couple of questions. 


First, the government brought in Bill C-11 about a year and a half 
ago. The features of that legislation have not yet been fully 
implemented. The point of that legislation was to reduce the refugee 
backlog. I would ask the member why he thinks the government is 
not waiting to see if it is successful before introducing this bill. 


Second, the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multi- 
culturalism said in the House that there are people overseas who 
believe that if they come to Canada as refugees they will get a 
monthly income forever. That is obviously Phe It is a misconcep- 
tion. 


In a world where no information is perfect, I would ask the 
member what he thinks leads the minister to believe that these 
people who misinterpret or get false information will actually 
understand the provisions of the bill. They will certainly not hear 
about the tough new rules from the smugglers. How will these 
people know about these tough new provisions? 


@ (1245) 


Mr. Frank Valeriote: Mr. Speaker, in answer to the first question, 
the fact is the government refuses to apply the proper resources to 
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deal with immigration matters and frankly to deal with refugee 
claims. 


Up to a million people are trying to get into this country. The 
number was about 700,000 several years ago. The government is 
clearly not interested in helping immigrants get to this country. 


In answer to the second question, it is like the government's crime 
bill. Those who are about to commit an offence do not look at the 
Criminal Code because they think they might have to spend some 
time in jail if they commit a crime. People do not think that way. 


Similarly, people who are trying to escape life- -threatening 
circumstances do not look at our immigration laws to see how they 
will be treated when they get here. They will escape to a country that 
is considered to have a welcoming and inviting reputation, one that 
presents them with a future for themselves and their children. 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the point is the Supreme Court struck down a security 
certificate's detention aspect because it was unjust. Here is the 
government proposing another piece of legislation that does very 
similar things. 


Does the member not believe that would be justification for 
striking it down? 


Mr. Frank Valeriote: Mr. Speaker, I absolutely agree with the 
premise of the question. It is in violation of our Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. It is in violation of the Supreme Court decision. It is in 
violation of the United Nations declaration on the rights of refugees. 


I have no doubt that this legislation will be die Le 
challenged once it is passed by the government. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to speak to Bill C-4, the Preventing Human Smugglers 
from Abusing Canada's Immigration System Act. Unfortunately, the 
title is an unworthy message for the government to convey to the rest 
of the world. 


My riding of Parkdale—High Park is in downtown Toronto. It is a 
very mixed income community. For many newcomers to Canada it is 
a first stopping-off point. Over the years, waves of immigrants have 
put down roots and created institutions in our community. 
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Earlier today, I spoke about the 100th anniversary of the Knesseth 
Israel Shul in my riding. It is the oldest original synagogue in 
Toronto that is still in use today. Many of the original congregants of 
this shul came to Canada to escape the persecution that the Jewish 
community was facing in Europe and other parts of the world, while 
others came for economic reasons. In many cases, they came with 
little more than the ability to work hard, their ingenuity and their 
creativity. Although small, this magnificent institution is so 
beautiful. It adds glimmer to the heart of a community that was 
formed 100 years ago in our neighbourhood in the Junction. That is 
typical of many newcomer communities in Canada. 


My community is home to many who have fled Soviet bloc 
countries: Poles; Ukrainians, people from a variety of backgrounds. 
We have many Vietnamese, Tamils, Latin Americans, and most 
recently, Tibetans. We now have the largest Tibetan community in 
Canada. Also, many of the Roma from Hungary are coming to our 
community. A number of these community members came here as 
refugees because they feared for their safety and well-being in their 
countries of origin. 


For example, the repression of Tibetans is well known. His 
Holiness the Dalai Lama is an honorary Canadian citizen and has 
come to this Parliament. We were all thrilled to meet with him. He so 
elegantly and generously described the struggle of Tibetans not only 
in modern day Tibet as it presently exists within China but also in 
refugee camps in India and Nepal. 


Many people around the world are living with instability, war or 
repression. Refugees are seeking shelter from these conditions. 


As part of out citizenry in the international community, Canada 
has signed international agreements to receive not all refugees, but 
our share of refugees, and to roll up our sleeves and contribute with 
the rest of the world to helping those in need. 


In fact, I would argue that many other countries do so much more. 
Some of the poorest countries in the world, countries in Africa for 
example, have some of the largest numbers of refugees who have 
fled wars, famine or other kinds of hardships from nearby countries. 


Canada's history is one of living up to the international treaties we 
have signed, as well as living up to our responsibility as a strong 
member of the international community. 


@ (1250) 


My colleague from the Montreal area spoke earlier about how his 
family came to Canada as Vietnamese refugees. 


We have a large Vietnamese community in Toronto, people who 
fled with not much more than what they could carry. They have 
made an enormous contribution to our country. 


Again, I look at my own community and the institutions people 
have built and the tremendous creativity of people, the jobs they 
have created, the businesses they have opened, the art they have 
created, and what they offer to our country. 


It is a wrong notion that somehow Canadians are paying 
something when refugees come here. I think we gain a tremendous 
amount. Canada is built on waves of immigrants, but many refugees 
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as well, and they have made an enormously valuable contribution to 
our country. 


When it comes to this bill, I have to ask myself why we would 
want to target or demonize refugees. That is what the bill is doing. It 
is somehow tarnishing refugees and putting all of them under 
suspicion as potential smugglers and potential abusers of Canada's 
immigration system. 


The bill claims it would crack down on human smuggling, but as 
the bill currently stands, it concentrates too much power in the hands 
of the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism and 
unfairly penalizes refugees. It sets up different tiers of status for 
refugees. 


Our party would rather deal with criminals, the people who are 
abusing the system, the people who are indeed trafficking or 
smuggling. Yes, let us deal with them through our judicial system. 
However, as it stands, this bill is more likely to hurt legitimate 
refugees and the people who are trying to help them, people who are 
seeking safety and solace here in Canada. 


As many of my colleagues have described, this process is unclear. 
It is arbitrary and ultimately very discriminatory. We have to ask 
ourselves why this bill is even before us when we just approved a 
refugee law a few months ago. What we need now is full 
implementation and better enforcement of that law. 


The government should be less focused on photo ops and 
demonizing people who come here seeking legitimate refugee status 
and more focused on enforcing the laws against human smuggling 
that we already have and giving the RCMP, who are tasked with this 
job, the resources they need to get the job done. 


Our concern is that the bill is more about politics, very divisive 
and dangerous politics, and less about ensuring an effective and fair 
refugee and immigration system. 


We are not just saying that. We are backed up by the Canadian 
Council for Refugees, Amnesty International, the Canadian Civil 
Liberties Association, the Canadian Bar Association, an expert panel 
at the Centre for Refugee Studies. Those who are experts in 
international law, in our charter rights here in Canada and in 
international covenants share our deep concern about the flaws of the 
bill and the damage it could do certainly to our country's reputation, 
but much more importantly to individual lives. We are talking about 
people who are at their most desperate, who are fleeing for their 
lives. 


We think this is an unnecessary bill, a bad bill, a bill that is going 
to tarnish Canada's reputation and endanger those who need shelter 
most. 


© (1255) 
[Translation] 


Mr. John Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 
Sky Country, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I support the emphasis the hon. 
member for Parkdale—High Park is placing on the importance of 
refugees here in Canada. 
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[English] 


I have had the privilege of working in her area as a law student 
and had the great opportunity to understand some of the 
communities that she represents. 


In terms of refugees, I am given to understand that Canada 
receives a higher proportion of refugees than any other country in the 
world in terms of our population. People around the world put great 
stock in our refugee policy. In fact, I was just in Iraq and met people 
who were concerned about coming to Canada. It is only because we 
can protect the integrity of our refugee system that we can open our 
doors as we do. I ask the member to respond to that. 


Without the abuses that have happened, does she understand that 
we can therefore protect the life, liberty and pursuit of happiness of 
true refugees who would come to our shores? 


Ms. Peggy Nash: Mr. Speaker, I do not know what abuses the 
member is talking about, but I do know that if we look at some of the 
poorest countries in the world, their number of refugees is far greater 
than that of Canada. While we may have a smaller population, we 
certainly have the resources and land mass to be able to 
accommodate refugees. 


I would ask the member, in response to his question, for someone 
who understands my community and understands the importance of 
the refugee and immigration system, how can he justify the 
mandatory detention of children? How can he justify violating 
international treaties with the bill? These are treaties that we have 
signed onto and are part of our international commitment. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I share 
many of the concerns of this flawed piece of legislation with the 
member for Parkdale—High Park. 


Earlier in the debate, the member for Toronto Centre suggested 
that, given the concerns that have been expressed by the Canadian 
Bar Association, the former chair of the Immigration Refugee Board, 
and many other legal commentators on this matter, it would be 
appropriate to have the bill referenced to the Supreme Court of 
Canada. 


I wonder if the member for Parkdale—High Park and her party 
would support that suggestion from the Liberal Party. 


© (1300) 


Ms. Peggy Nash: Mr. Speaker, in analyzing the bill I look to the 
expertise of those who work in the field of immigration and refugee 
law: the Canadian Council for Refugees, Amnesty International, the 
Canadian Civil Liberties Association, the Canadian Bar Association, 
and the Centre for Refugee Studies. All of these organizations have 
said that the bill is draconian, that it could violate the charter, that it 
could violate our international commitments, and it is legislation that 
is not needed given the recent adoption of the refugee bill earlier this 
year. 


I think it would be of great value to the House to have opinion 
from outside experts to analyze whether this bill would likely be a 
contravention to the laws that govern our land and international 
treaties that we have signed. 


Ms. Irene Mathyssen (London—Fanshawe, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, of the 492 men, women and children who came to Canada on the 
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MV Sun Sea, a significant number were indeed children. Ten of those 
children came to live in London, Ontario. They are sponsored and 
supported by the Tamil community there. Last Christmas they put on 
a concert with singing, music, and a nativity scene. Some of them 
were as young as two and a half years old. 


I come back to the member. Why on earth would we ever support 
a bill that would allow for the incarceration of children? 


Ms. Peggy Nash: Mr. Speaker, I would like to know what the 
Conservatives have against children. 


I think it goes down to our essential humanity. If we support 
families and the value of refugee processes, then we have to 
understand that these are very draconian measures that could be very 
harmful to children. ; 


[ Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, Bill C-4 has a very clear short title: Preventing Human 
Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration System Act. That 
sounds right, pertinent and unequivocal. We expect a well thought- 
out bill that would help our law enforcement agencies catch 
criminals who are involved in human trafficking, a very serious 
crime that is punishable by life in prison. 


Except for in this title, there is no other mention of smugglers. 
They vanish just as quickly as they came. There is not another word 
about them, and the emphasis shifts immediately to refugees, the 
very victims of the smugglers mentioned in the title. And how are 
these refugees treated in this bill? They are described as potential 
terrorists, fleeing criminals or people abusing Canada's goodwill and 
the hospitality of its institutions. 


In fact, the bill seems to be suggesting to Canadians that the 
current refugee processing legislation is naive. It needs to be updated 
and reflect the current focus on international terrorism. We quickly 
realize that the real short title of this bill is something along the lines 
of “the arbitrary radicalization of the legal treatment of refugees act”. 


We should not think that we do not already have a law that targets 
smugglers. This phenomenon was not discovered last week. This 
criminal act is already punishable by a very severe sentence, the 
most severe sentence in fact: life in prison. 


Why does this bill focus on refugees? Why does it want to make 
them guilty of other people's crimes? 


What is a refugee? Must I remind the House? From the outset, we 
are talking about almost unbearable situations. We are talking about 
men, women and children who have only one simple hope left. They 
have just spent several weeks at sea in unsanitary conditions. They 
are put on unsafe boats with no guarantee of safety. When they 
finally reach land, they often do not have passports or any money. 
They have basically been denied their human dignity and who has 
done this? The smugglers that this bill supposedly wants to bring to 
justice. However, these smugglers cannot be found. They are still 
abroad where they continue to engage in illegal practices. In return 
for large amounts of money, these smugglers lead less fortunate, 
persecuted people who do not feel safe in their own country to 
believe that they will have a better life in a developed country. Those 
people are victims and nothing more. They are in the most 
vulnerable state possible. 


1406 


Government Orders 


What is the Conservative government proposing we do to lighten 
the load for these victims whose courage and determination brought 
them to Canada? The Conservatives are proposing that we persecute 
them even further by treating them like criminals and looking for 
terrorists among children. Who will be given the right to do this? A 
government institution that is well-equipped with experts? The 
RCMP? No. To our great surprise, it is the Minister of Immigration 
who would have this right. I would like to ask why. 


Why would a minister be granted such power? It is completely 
unjustified. It would be a backward move, a legal anomaly that 
would be fundamentally unCanadian. In this country, we do not 
place such a heavy responsibility on the shoulders of a minister. 


From a strictly legal point of view, this could violate the Canadian 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms. Bill C-4 could be contrary to 
section 9 of the charter, which pertains to arbitrary detention. By 
creating two categories of refugees, Bill C-4 could violate section 15 
of the Charter, which pertains to equality before the law. The NDP is 
of the opinion that Canadians do not feel there is any justification for 
questioning such things. The charter is a building block of our state. 
If we circumvent the charter, we are circumventing democracy. 


If I may, I would like to give an example to show just how weak 
the government's argument in favour of Bill C-4 is. I hope I have the 
Conservatives’ attention. I repeat, the NDP takes its legislative 
responsibilities very seriously, especially when it comes to the safety 
of Canadians. That is our duty. Consider the case of a refugee who 
has been detained as a designated foreign national under Bill C-4, 
but decides to exercise his rights and take the government to court 
over these violations of his basic charter rights. It must be 
understood that this person was incarcerated without any valid 
reason whatsoever. Well, there is a provision, in section 1, that 
allows reasonable limits on Canada's basic rights and freedoms. That 
said, the burden of proof lies with the government, which must prove 
that a rule of law that it is adopting can override the charter. 


© (1305) 


Such exceptions are justifiable only within reasonable and 
demonstrable limits in the context of a free and democratic society. 
As proof, in R. v. Oakes in 1986, a judge described very clearly what 
has since become known as the Oakes test, to determine whether 
such limitations on basic rights are justifiable in the context of a free 
and democratic society. 


How does the Conservative government plan to prove that 12- 
month, arbitrary detentions imposed by a ministerial decision will 
satisfy those criteria? I am referring to the minimal impairment 
criteria. Will the new legislation the government wants to use to 
achieve its objective repudiate a charter right in the smallest possible 
way? Will the limitations on basic rights be proportional to the 
objective of this new legislation? No. From a legal perspective, that 
is all untenable. This government cannot justify limiting basic rights 
like that. 


The problem lies in the fact that the smugglers are the real 
criminals in this matter. And where are they? Are they in the 
makeshift boats that land on our shores? Do they accompany their 
victims? No, they are long gone and untouchable. And the Minister 
of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism cannot do any- 
thing about it, regardless of the powers he gives himself. 
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The Royal Canadian Mounted Police is the only organization 
capable of cracking down on human smugglers. The RCMP's 
expertise is a precious and available resource. Its legal role has 
already been established and there is no risk of abuse. The NDP 
believes that our police force should be provided with the resources 
required to go after these criminals. The NDP does not understand 
what future immigration ministers would accomplish by incarcerat- 
ing these refugees. 


There is no justification for this bill. It does nothing to improve 
the security of Canada and its population. It punishes people who 
need us. And, above all, it does not provide the RCMP with the 
necessary resources and wastes its expertise. The measures are 
arbitrary. Yes, the problem does need to be resolved. We must pass 
legislation against smugglers. Unfortunately, the Conservative 
government is taking the wrong approach. It is proposing to 
indiscriminately put all refugees through the wringer. It is trying to 
kill a fly with sledgehammer. What criteria will be used to determine 
who is a designated foreign national? Why is the bill not clear in this 
regard? It is unacceptable to introduce such vague legislation. 


Canada was not built by giving such absolute discretion to a 
minister. We realistically expect that laws be rational and predictable. 
That is not at all the case with Bill C-4, and I am disappointed. 


In closing, who are the biggest abusers of the immigration system? 
It is the Conservatives. Taking their cue from a vague feeling of 
xenophobia, they are claiming to deal with a scourge, yet they are 
doing nothing more than playing politics, and rather shamelessly at 
that. They are trying to appropriate abusive powers, nothing less. 
They are trying to tarnish Canada's good name. That is unwarranted. 
Our country is a symbol of justice throughout the world. For millions 
of people living precariously, Canada is a symbol of hope and 
humanity. 


Does the Conservative government, which incessantly proclaims 
its patriotism, truly want to diminish our greatest achievement just 
for a shameful power grab? There are not many countries like 
Canada, and it is our duty to maintain its generosity, which is 
legendary and the reason why Canada is held in high regard 
throughout the world. More powerful nations would give anything 
for such an illustrious reputation. 


@ (1310) 
[English] 


Mr. Rick Norlock (Northumberland—Quinte West, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened very intently to my colleague across the way. We 
do take our duty as legislators very seriously. As a matter of fact, 
during the last campaign we let Canadians know exactly what our 
intentions were with regard to this type of legislation. 


Not only that, but the response I have received is that we want to 
maintain Canada's great reputation as a country that takes in more 
refugees than any other developed country and provides for them 
every opportunity. | 
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I have heard from members opposite that the asylum seekers are 
detained for 12 months before receiving a trial, but I would like to 
point out that those who are detained have access to legal counsel 
throughout the process, something that does not occur in every 
country in the world. As soon as these asylum seekers are 
determined to be refugees, they are released. If the minister thinks 
there is a humanitarian concern; for example, people with children or 
an illness, he has the discretion to make exceptions. 


Therefore, can the member opposite explain why the opposition is 
consistently ignoring these facts when talking about the minister and 
the level of his discretion within the bill? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank my colleague for his question. 


When refugees arrive in Canada without papers or anything else 
because they have fled a war-torn country or an absolutely horrific 
situation, we cannot then put them in preventive detention and tell 
them that they have the right to legal counsel. Imagine. These people 
are completely impoverished and have no way of defending 
themselves against this type of illegal action. 


The government likes to brag about welcoming refugees, so why 
is it that the Canadian Council for Refugees is opposed to this bill? 
Why are Amnesty International and the Canadian Bar Association 
both saying the same thing: that this makes no sense? 


[English] 
Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I, too, listened 


to a number of presentations this morning. I have a question for the 
member as well. 


I will quickly set the question up in terms of content. In the 40th 
Parliament, we introduced this bill, almost identical to the way the 
bill is today. The opposition parties were very clear that they would 
not support this at second reading and would not allow it to go to 
committee so we could have had the exact discussions that the 
member spoke about where some recommendations from them could 
have been brought forward. 


We have reintroduced pretty much the same bill. I am listening to 
all these speeches. I am hearing opposition members complain about 
what the government is trying to do, even though most Canadians 
support what we are trying to accomplish. I hear nothing in the way 
of recommendations or suggestions as to how they would make the 

bill stronger. I would ask them to please give me one or two 
suggestions. 


@ (1315) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Mr. Speaker, I said in my speech 
that it is important to try and do something about human trafficking. 
The bill, as it stands, only serves to punish refugees who arrive here 
under the worst possible conditions. If the bill at least contained 
something about human trafficking and smuggling, of course we 
could get on board and see what was there. But right now I see 
absolutely nothing worthwhile in this bill. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank my colleague for her very relevant comments. 
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Why does she think that the government has decided to go after 
refugees instead of focusing on criminals? 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Mr. Speaker, in the current 
context, it is clearly simpler and easier to pretend to crack down on 
human trafficking by targeting the most vulnerable people, who have 
very little means to defend themselves and assert their rights. 


[English] 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to speak to Bill C-4. However, I wish it were a bill that 
would enhance our place and our policies as a forward-looking 
country. Instead, the bill is the direct opposite. It would move our 
policies and our place in the world backward, showing a kind of 
intolerance that we might have seen half a century ago. 


The bill is a policy that is built on fear, intolerance, ideology and 
an avoidance of the serious facts. Laws should be improved, in my 
view, based on facts and on knowledge of what works. 


Bill C-4 is a bill that almost gives the minister dictatorial powers. I 
will name three particular areas. I am especially concerned about that 
particular minister. 


The bill would authorize the minister to designate as an irregular 
arrival the arrival in Canada of a group of persons, the result of 
which is that some of the foreign nationals in the group become 
designated foreign nationals. It would authorize an officer or the 
minister to refuse to consider an application for permanent residence. 
It would provide that a person may not become a permanent resident 
as long as an application by the minister for cessation of that person's 
refugee protection is pending. 


I outline those points just to show how the bill would basically 


give the minister almost dictatorial powers. He or she would have a 


lot of say and a lot of authority over the lives of people who perhaps 
are thinking of moving to the promised land. 


It is a bill that almost certainly, I believe, will be found to violate 
our Charter of Rights and Freedoms. 


My colleague, the member for Lac-Saint-Louis, summed it up 
best. I will restate for the record his comments because they cut to 
the heart of the serious issues in the bill. The member for Lac-Saint- 
Louis stated: 


It [the bill] creates two classes of refugees. One class would be the regular refugee 
stream. The second class would be denoted by the minister as designated arrivals, 
which, upon being designated accordingly, would be treated differently. They could 
be held in detention for up to 12 months. 


What is really happening is that the government is categorizing 
refugees. It is creating classes of refugees for different treatment 
based on, if we really look at it and read between the lines, the mode 
of transport the refugee claimants have used to get here. Refugees 
who come by plane typically would not come in big groups and 
would not receive the ministerial designation of designated foreign 
nationals and would not receive the different treatment that is being 
reserved for designated foreign nationals in this bill. 


He concluded by saying: 


Refugees who come in groups who will be designated as designated foreign 
nationals under the act typically will come by ship in squalid conditions. If they come 
by plane, they are not considered to be designated foreign nationals under the law. 
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I think that sums up one of the greatest concerns in the bill. 


The long and short of the bill is that, in many cases, Bill C-4 
would make victims of the very people that Canada traditionally and 
historically has tried to help. I find it amazing that the government, 
which is always talking about the protection of victims, is, in this 
instance, using ministerial authority and attacking the very victims 
themselves through Bill C-4. It goes against the kind of traditions 
and history we have as a country. We are losing our respect around 
the world by the actions of the bill and the government almost on a 
daily basis. 


@ (1320) 


For a government that often goes to great lengths to talk about 
victims, then Bill C-4 exploits victims who are so often victims as a 
result of human smugglers themselves. 


The people who get on these ships get fed a line in their home 
country. They may be fleeing persecution or war. They are, as I said, 
fed a line, told a story. They sometimes very innocently get involved 
and believe they are going to a welcoming country because Canada 
traditionally was a welcoming country until some of the activities of 
the current government. 


We are a country that is historically seen as a country with the 
balance of law, protection of rights and freedoms, not a country that 
makes victims of people who are fleeing persecution or war, or being 
abused in other ways, but that is what the bill could possibly do. The 
bill could in fact leave those who come here further exploited by a 
law and actions perpetuated by the government itself. 


Canada has a long deserved reputation as a safe haven for those so 
deserving of a haven in the world. We are a country of immigrants 
and a country, to a certain extent, of refugees. The ancestors of many 
of us in the House came from foreign lands. Mine came from 
England and Scotland. They came to this country and built a great 
country that was open to all. 


In attempting to deal with a small criminal element, the federal 
government should be extremely careful and must take the necessary 
time to ensure that legislation, such as Bill C-4, accomplishes what it 
intends while respecting both our international obligations and 
domestic laws. I believe the bill seriously fails to do that. 


As the parliamentary secretary said a moment ago, the bill was 
introduced in the last Parliament. It was opposed in the last 
Parliament by the opposition and opposed strenuously. We would 
think that a reasonable government would have taken that as a 
message that there were some problems with the bill, would have 
taken it back and met with other groups across the country and tried 
to change it and recognize some of the concerns. We cannot throw 
out everything the opposition says. We have some reasoned opinion 
too, and the government should have listened to that, been concerned 
about it and changed the bill accordingly. 


In response to the bill, the Liberal Party has raised a number of 
concerns that we believe need to be addressed. My colleague, the 
member for Lac-Saint-Louis, outlined those concerns and they are 
on the record. We are committed as a party to finding pragmatic and 
evidence-based solutions to human smuggling. We reject this 
draconian and backward piece of legislation that targets legitimate 


refugee claimants and not the real criminals, the human smugglers 
themselves. 


As I said earlier, the bill is really nothing more than crass 
fearmongering and we cannot support the bill as currently 
constituted. 
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Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
correct the record. I appreciate the fact that the member is making his 
presentation and speech on how he feels about Bill C-4 but he does 
need to ensure he is delivering what is factually in the bill. 


He indicated that it would create two streams of refugees. In fact, 
that is not the case. The individuals who are on these ships are not 
refugees. They are not refugees until they have actually gone through 
the process and have either qualified or not qualified through the 
process. Therefore, in no way, shape or form are there two sets of 
refugees based on the bill. It is a very factual bill and the member 
needs to ensure he is correct on it. 


I do want to ask him one question. He indicated that the 
government was not prepared to listen in the 40th Parliament with 
respect to the bill. I would say to him that if he looks at Bill C-11, the 
Balanced Refugee Reform Act, and looks at Bill C-35, the crooked 
consultant act, he will find that we listened to all the parties on the 
opposite side of the House and came back to the House with both 
those.bills passed unanimously. 


Why will he not try to help us get the bill passed at second reading 
and get it into committee so we can talk about it? 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Mr. Speaker, the parliamentary secretary 
can try to allege in the detail certain things, but the fact is the net 
result at the end of the day, because of the actions in the bill, is there 
will be two classes of refugees. 


As I have said in my remarks, the Liberal Party believes very 
seriously that there has to be a serious discussion on the bill. The bill 
is based on fearmongering, mainly, and the reaction to what 
happened in one ship and needs to be more seriously thought out 
before it becomes law. 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a question regarding his comments about the fact that the bill 
would create two classes of refugees. 


What does the member believe the effect would be on refugees 
and also on Canada's image around the world? 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Mr. Speaker, the impact or effect on 
refugees is very clear. As I outlined in my speech, with one class of 
refugees, the bill, as sponsored by the Government of Canada, would 
be made victims of the very people that Canada has NRA CES 
welcomed as a safe haven. 
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It is kind of guided on the possibility that we would be going after 
human smugglers. That is not necessarily so. The human smugglers 
may be getting off the hook, but the people who have been 
encouraged either to get on a boat or whatever by these human 
smugglers and abused in that way, in terms of their financial and 
human resources, are themselves, rather than us helping them as a 
country, going to be made the victims. That is the bottom line. That 
is the long and the short of it. 


© (1330) 


Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in his presentation, 
the member mentioned that some of the people on these ships are 
fleeing prosecution. 


Is Canada the destination and is Canada a country that should 
providing safe haven for those people fleeing prosecution in their 
country? Is that the kind of immigration we want to establish? 


The member said that people on these ships are fleeing 
prosecution. Is Canada, in his mind, supposed to be the kind of 
country that is providing a safe haven for criminals and criminal 
organizations trying to escape justice in their own countries? 


Hon. Wayne Easter: Mr. Speaker, I would think that Hansard 
would have that word correct. It is really “persecution”. However, 
with my Island accent, it might have sounded different for the 
member for Yukon, who is so far away up there in the chamber. 


Certainly we want to help people who are fleeing persecution or 
wars in other countries. That has been our tradition. We have always 
been an open haven and a welcoming country and operated on good 
laws. This, as I said in my remarks, would move us back to a 
different time, to a less open haven as a country— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. 
Resuming debate, the hon. member for Laurier—Sainte-Marie. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, we have before us a bill that is rather questionable in 
several respects. It is also a bill that, unfortunately, demonstrates 
some very worrying trends we see in this government. 


This bill was criticized in its previous, but similar, incarnation by a 
number of experts and organizations for a variety of reasons. One of 
the reasons that often came up was the fact that this bill does not 
respect our international obligations. Amnesty International is now 
saying that Bill C-4 does not respect Canada's obligations in terms of 
human rights and refugee protection, and that it would lead to 
serious violations of the rights of refugees and migrants. 


This illustrates some trends. It is very clear that this government is 
not always strong when it comes to respecting its international 
obligations and commitments. Take, for example, the Kyoto protocol 
or the treatment of Omar Khadr, to name just two. Then we wonder 
why Canada's reputation is suffering in the world. These issues play 
a big part in that. 


In this particular case, both the Convention on the Rights of the 
Child and the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees are 
being violated. And we are not the only ones saying that. Experts 
such as the Canadian Bar Association agree. I would like to read a 
quote from a Canadian Bar Association report about Bill C-49 that 
also applies to Bill C-4: 
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The denial of detention reviews breaches the section 9 and section 10 Charter 
protections against arbitrary detention and right to prompt review of detention. The 
provisions for mandatory unreviewable detention and for denial of access to 
permanent resident status or travel documents conflict with Canada’s obligations 
[and I would like to emphasize “Canada's obligations”] under the Convention 
Relating to the Status of Refugees and the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights. 


The Association goes even further, and I quote: 


The Bill C-49 mandatory detention provisions (and other punitive measures) 
would also violate Article 31 of the Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees. 
The Convention, ratified by Canada and more than 180 countries, sets out obligations 
for the treatment of refugees seeking protection within their borders. Article 31 
prohibits the imposition of penalties against refugees on account of their illegal entry 
or presence without authorization. 


Yet that is exactly what this bill would do. 


We know that this government does not always have the utmost 
respect for experts, but I think it is important to continue quoting the 
experts from the Canadian Bar Association. They also point out that 
this bill violates Article 28 of the UN Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees concerning the right to a travel document. 
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Finally, and to finish quoting this report, the bill also violates the 
obligation under Article 34 of the United Nations convention 
relating to the status of refugees, which states, “The Contracting 
States shall as far as possible facilitate the assimilation and 
naturalization of refugees. They shall in particular make every effort 
to expedite naturalization proceedings and to reduce as far as 
possible the charges and costs of such proceedings”, and the duration 
of such proceedings. 


What is more, in this bill we see the government's very typical 
tendency to arbitrariness. The minister gives himself power, as my 
hon. colleague was saying earlier, that is arbitrary and lacks 
transparency. The proposed detentions are essentially arbitrary 
detentions. 


The third tendency we see in this bill is the refusal to listen to 
expert opinion. I believe there are 80 different agencies that had 
something to say about the previous bill, which was identical to this 
one. Every one of them, in one way or another, indicated their 
dissatisfaction, their problems and their serious concerns with the 
bill, but the government is not taking that into consideration. 


One last problem with this bill is the fact that it claims to be about 
punishing smugglers. It does not punish smugglers; it punishes 
refugees. It creates two categories of refugees because a refugee 
arriving by plane is not the same as a refugee arriving by boat. 


We know that people who fish have developed nets with which 
they can catch tuna and let dolphins go free. In this bill, we get the 
impression that if the smugglers are the dolphins and the refugees are 
the tuna in this analogy, then the government is casting a large net to 
catch refugees and let the smugglers go. free. 
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From the simple standpoint of respecting international conven- 
tions—let alone the other problems with this bill—this legislative 
measure is a disaster. Canada's image has suffered greatly over the 
past few years and this is certainly not going to help. Far from it. 
© (1340) 

[English] 

Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I certainly 
understand that under parliamentary procedure and the fact that we 
have three parties in the House of Commons we will not to see eye to 
eye on every issue, but when members speak to an issue, it should be 
from the perspective of clarity. I am hearing continuously both from 
the member and those who have spoken before her this image they 
want to portray that there are two streams of refugees. She is making 
assumptions that are completely unjustified. 


The fact is that individuals who come on those ships are not 
refugees. They do not land and immediately have refugee status. 
They must go through a process like every other individual who 
lands in this country and claims refugee status has to go through. 


People who have been declared refugees by the United Nations, 
who are not in this country but are waiting in other countries, 
deserve and have earned the right for a new life. We offer that in 
Canada. Those are the people who come here to live and lead a better 
life. | 


Why do the member and her party continue to try to misinterpret 
what the bill means? Please clarify for me why she misinterprets 
what the bill means? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière: Mr. Speaker, it is very interesting to note 
that the answers given by my colleague across the floor all presume 
that these are not legitimate refugees, but rather bogus refugees. The 
organization Rethink Refugees reminds us that under international 
law, arriving by boat is completely legal. Individuals cannot be 
charged simply because they arrived by boat. It also reminds us that 
the vast majority of passengers are legitimate asylum seekers. But 
instead of giving them the benefit of the doubt and treating them like 
people who are suffering, which is what they are, the government is 
reversing the burden of proof. 

[English] 

Mr. Costas Menegakis (Richmond Hill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this 
is clearly a public safety measure. Invoking Omar Khadr as a method 
of trying to communicate on this issue is questionable judgment at 

best. I have a question for the hon. member opposite. 


[Translation] 

What does the hon. member have to say to Canadians who want to 
Keep their families, their streets and their communities safe? 
[English] 


A simple question. 
[Translation] 

Ms. Hélène Laverdière: Mr. Speaker, what I would like to tell 
Canadians, including myself, people I know and my family who 


want to keep our streets safe, is that the source of crime in Canada is 
not boatloads of refugees armed to the teeth who are coming here to 


attack us. That is just not the reality. I find it rather odd that some 
people automatically think it is a criminal matter when refugees 
come to seek assistance from Canada. 


I would also point out that Canada is but one country in the world. 
Its security comes from global security. Helping refugees and 
showing compassion for other countries will only benefit Canada's 
security in the long run. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): There is enough time 
for a short question and a brief answer. 


The hon. member for d'Abitibi—Témiscamingue. 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, in her speech, my colleague emphasized the fact that expert 
reports state that the bill does not comply with the law, for example. I 
would like to know if there is a reason why the Conservative 
government, before introducing this bill, did not pay heed to what 
the experts said? 


Ms. Héléne Laverdiére: Mr. Speaker, I thank all my colleagues 
for their questions, something I did not do before. 


This is indeed rather disturbing. However, as I said in my 
presentation, this government seems to have a tendency to pay little 
attention to expert opinion. In this case, I quoted at length from the 
Canadian Bar Association report, because I thought it was important. 
I do not think the Association can be accused of being biased and its 
comments should have been taken into account. — 

[English| 

Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, as I listen to the debate in this House on Bill C-4, there 
are some very obvious themes that are arising. One of the central 
themes that we keep coming back to is the issue of fundamental 
human rights and freedoms. I think that the Canadian public and we 
ourselves in this chamber can reasonably expect some disagreements 
between members of different parties. Sometimes those disagree- 
ments can be profound disagreements. 


However, it saddens me that we disagree on these very issues of 
fundamental human rights and freedoms. It seems to me that we in 
this chamber should not have to be debating whether or not 
everything we do, every bill we consider, should be based on, or 
consistent with, principles that human beings are entitled to 
fundamental rights and freedoms. One would have thought, or at 
least hoped, that we were past that. 


We have, after all, a Charter of Rights and Freedoms that forms 
part of the Constitution of this country. It recognizes, as I hope we all 
do, that certain rights and freedoms are not conferred just by way of 
Canadian citizenship but are universal. In the words of the charter, 
they belong to everyone. 


Long before our charter, we were signatories to the charter of the 
United Nations. As that charter says, we became signatories as a 
result of our determination: 


to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war [...], and 


to reaffirm faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the 
human person, in the equal rights of men and women and of nations large and 
small, and 
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to establish conditions under which justice and respect for the obligations arising 
_ from treaties and other sources of international law can be maintained, and 


to promote social progress and better standards of life in larger freedom. 


What follows, of course, is our signature on a number of United 
Nations conventions and declarations that are intended to put these 
beliefs into practice. So profoundly certain are we of the legitimacy 
of such fundamental human rights and freedoms that we are even 
prepared from time to time to send Canadian men and women 


around the world and into war to protect people, not just Canadians 


but people of all citizenship, -who are denied such rights and suffer as 
a result. 


We all know there are many places around the world where people 
are denied such rights and freedoms, and are subject to discrimina- 
tion, persecution, violence and even wrongful prosecution. From 
time to time, people end up on our shores, seeking safe haven or 
asylum from more persecution, understanding that this is a country 
known to the world as a place where one can enjoy such rights and 
freedoms in peace. 


One would hope that we respond to such people in a manner 
consistent with our explicit commitments to respect fundamental 
rights and freedoms, the most obvious of these commitments being 
our own charter of course but also, most relevant to Bill C-4, the 
commitments we have made to the international community about 
the appropriate treatment of refugees and, indeed, children. 


However, Bill C-4 strays from those commitments, some of which 
have governed or guided us for 60 years. I would like to point today 
to a few parts of this bill where I think this is the case. 


Bill C-4 places into the hands of the minister the power to create a 
second or, in the terms of the bill, a designated class of refugee 
claimants. There are very few criteria or parameters made explicit in 
the bill for making such a designation, leaving very broad discretion 
to the minister and therefore little accountability for the decision. 
This is of great importance because of the profound implications of 
being placed into the designated group. Mandatory detention follows 
such designation. 


Section 7 of our charter says: 


Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of the person and the right not 
to be deprived thereof except in accordance with the principles of fundamental 
justice. 


Which is to say, if we are going to deprive someone of life, liberty 
or security, we better have a really good reason for doing so and a 
really sound process for doing so, a reason and process that enjoys 
the consensus of all Canadians. 
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The good reason and the sound process do not exist under Bill 
C-4. One of the few explicit reasons the minister can invoke the 
designation is out of suspicion that those claiming refugee status 
have already been victimized by a smuggler. 


Further, the detentions are group detentions, which is to say that 
the bill does not require an assessment of the threat that any 
individual refugee claimant may pose. Absent such an assessment, 
the detention of everybody means, at a minimum, the arbitrary 
detention of somebody. Such arbitrary detention raises the violation 
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of section 9 of our charter; that is, the right not to be arbitrarily 
detained or imprisoned. 


The fact that there is no review of the detention for at least 12 
months raises further issues. Section 10 of the charter requires that 
everyone arrested or detained has the right to: be informed promptly 
of the reasons therefore; retain and instruct counsel and to be 
informed of that right; and to have the validity of the detention 
determined within 48 hours and to be released if the detention is not 
lawful. 


To return to an earlier point, the detention for in fact seeking 
asylum, and that we need to keep in mind just what triggers this 
detention, simply a claim for refugee status, seems also to run afoul 
of the United Nations Convention on the Status of Refugees, which 
says: 

The Contracting States shall not impose penalties, on account of their illegal entry 


or presence, on refugees who...present themselves without delay to the authorities 
and show good cause for their illegal entry or presence. 


Article 31 of the refugee convention further states: 


The Contracting States shall not apply to the movements of such refugees 
restrictions other than those which are necessary— 


Of course, as previously discussed, the designation process does 
not provide for an assessment of necessary restrictions of movement 
for individuals as the movement of everybody in the designated 
group is restricted simply as a matter of being so designated. 


Sadly, the denial of rights and freedoms to those in designated 
groups extends beyond their recognition as a refugee by this country. 


First, Bill C-4 would prevent designated refugees from applying 
for temporary or permanent resident status for five years and further, 
prevents them from obtaining refugee travel documents for five 
years. Again, this would seem to breach the refugee convention to 
which we are a signatory, which provides that the contracting states 
shall issue to refugees lawfully staying in their territory travel 
documents for the purpose of travel outside their territory unless 
compelling reasons of national security or public order otherwise 
require. 


Second, Bill C-4 would impose on refugees from a designated 
group a continuing obligation to report to an officer to answer 
questions and provide information or documents as so requested. 
This kind of surveillance outside of the criminal justice system is 
unheard of in Canada. Further, it must be remembered that this kind 
of surveillance under Bill C-4 flows from the very arbitrary 
designation in the first place. 


The sum total of the foregoing analysis of Bill C-4, albeit cursory 
and partial as it is, goes to my final point. 


Bill C-4, if we are to believe its title, is intended to counter human 
smuggling. Throughout this entire debate I cannot recall any member 
of the House making the claim that human smuggling is not a serious 
offence, that it is not a practice that should be defeated, and that 
offenders should not be subject to very serious punishment. Human 
smuggling is after all the exploitation for profit and/or other 
nefarious advantage of people who are most vulnerable, and in most 
need of protection. 
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The perversity of this legislation is that it heaps punishment on 
those very same people that the human smugglers are exploiting. A 
further twist to that perversity is that not only does the bill promise 
harsh treatment for those seeking asylum in this country, a country 
where they come in the hopes of being able to enjoy the rights and 
freedoms that they could not access at home, but it proposes to deny 
these asylum seekers the very rights and freedoms that define this 
country for ourselves and in the international community, and make 
us so proud to be citizens of it. 


Somebody gave the bill a very fine and aspirational title, and then 
things went very seriously wrong. If it is the belief of the 
government that provisions of the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act are insufficient to deal with human smuggling, then 
I would urge the government to bring back before the House a bill 
that punishes human smugglers, not those that they exploit. 
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Mr. Bob Zimmer (Prince George—Peace River, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the hon. member continues to misrepresent the purpose of 
detention. We have heard time and again that detention is for one 
purpose, and that is to identify who these individuals are if they turn 
up without documents, as is almost always the case on these vessels. 
The authorities must have the time to properly identify these people 
and the bill provides that time. 


I wonder why the member seems to be saying that we should let 
anyone turn up on our shores to roam our streets and communities 
without first knowing who they are and what kind of threat they may 
pose to Canada. Could he please answer that question? 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Mr. Speaker, my colleague seems to 
understate the limitations that the detention imposes on people. In 
this country, we take very seriously the right of everyone to liberty, 
life and security, but the bill would not respect those rights. Holding 
people, including children, the elderly, the disabled and those who so 
obviously pose no threat to this country, in detention for a minimum 
of a year is a breach of fundamental human rights and freedoms and 
entirely unnecessary. 


I would suggest that the government put forward a bill that would 
find a way to manage and administer large groups of refugee 
claimants who come to this country in a way that respects rights and 
freedoms. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
was a little surprised in terms of the Conservative member's 
question. I was under the understanding, based on what the Minister 

‘of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism said, that the 
primary reason for this particular bill is to target the profiteers, the 
smugglers. 


Having said that, I ask the member if, in his opinion, he believes 
that Bill C-4 would have more of an impact on the profiteers and 
smugglers, or would he agree with the Liberal Party in saying that 
the real impact would be in making victims of the refugees. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Mr. Speaker, as reluctant as I am to agree 
with the Liberal Party, I think I do in this case and I will have to 
admit so. 
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The reasons for the detention are, frankly, quite elusive. They are 
not there in the bill and they are at the minister's discretion. It seems 
entirely arbitrary and vague at best. 


I think it is most certainly the case that what is happening here 
under the bill is that we would end up mistreating refugee claimants 
to this country, presumably, if I am to follow the logic of the title, in 
an effort to somehow get at the human smugglers. However, I see 
nothing in the bill that in fact provides a means for dealing with the 
smuggling itself. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Marc-André Morin (Laurentides—Labelle, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, we are mobilizing our troops to go to Libya, to teach the 
world about democracy and supposedly to bring in better practices. 
What will we fight in countries with a dictatorship? We will fight 
everything that is arbitrary, all the random acts of people who grab 
power. 


Are we not heading down a very slippery slope? 
[English] 


Mr. Matthew Kellway: Mr. Speaker, in my speech, I tried to 
point out that this is a country that is, in fact, putting our forces into 
war zones around the world, presumably for the purpose of 
protecting the fundamental human rights and freedoms that we are 
speaking of here today. There is a very profound fundamental 
inconsistency between that language and those actions that the 
Conservatives are talking about and their consideration of human 
rights and freedoms in the bill. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Jacob (Brome—Missisquoi, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Bill 
C-4, An Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, 
gives new latitude to the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism when it comes to refugees and newcomers. The bill 
gives the minister new discretionary powers over the legal system as 
it applies to refugees and it limits the rights of newcomers. 


According to the bill, the minister has the power to designate as an 
“irregular arrival” the arrival in Canada of a group of persons, and 
then to identify some members of that group as “designated foreign 
nationals”. The bill restricts the rights of these foreign nationals who 
want to receive permanent resident status in Canada by means of the 
following measures: first, the right of an officer or the minister to 
reject an application for permanent residence from a designated 
foreign national; second, the power to detain a permanent resident or 
a foreign national because there are reasonable grounds to suspect 
that the person concerned is inadmissible on grounds of serious 
criminality or organized criminality; third, detention rules and a 
review procedure that are specific to the detention of certain 
designated foreign nationals; fourth, the provision stating that a 
person cannot become a permanent resident as long as an application 
by the minister for cessation of that person's refugee protection is 
pending; fifth, for the purposes of determining the penalty for certain 
offences, the addition to the list of aggravating factors of the fact 
that, as a result of the offence committed, the life or safety of any 
person was endangered; and, lastly, the extension of the time for 
instituting proceedings by way of summary conviction from six 
months to five years. 
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In addition to arbitrarily and inadequately amending the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, this bill also amends the 
Marine Transportation Security Act by imposing more severe 
sentences on people who fail to provide the required information 
before a vessel enters Canadian waters, people who fail to comply 
with ministerial orders, and people who provide erroneous or 
misleading information. The bill also creates a new offence related to 
vessels that fail to comply with ministerial orders. It also amends the 
existing act by authorizing the enforcement of rules governing the 
disclosure of certain information in order to ensure the safety or 
security of Canada and Canadians. 


I would like to express my concern about the concepts of “regular 
arrival” and “designated foreign nationals”. The minister can deem 
the arrival of a group of refugees to be an “irregular arrival” if he 
believes that examinations cannot be done in a timely manner, if he 
suspects that the people were smuggled in exchange for money, or if 
he suspects that a criminal organization or terrorist group is involved 
in the smuggling. The people in the group that the minster deems to 
be “designated foreign nationals” will be subject to a legally 
questionable system of justice. First, we must consider whether this 
concept violates section 15 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms, which pertains to equal rights, or article 31 of the UN 
convention relating to the status of refugees, which prohibits states 
from imposing penalties on refugees for their illegal entry or 
presence in the country. 


Article 31(1) states: “The Contracting States shall not impose 
penalties, on account of their illegal entry or presence, on refugees 
who, coming directly from a territory where their life or freedom was 
threatened in the sense of article 1, enter or are present in their 
territory without authorization, provided they present themselves 
without delay to the authorities and show good cause for their illegal 
entry or presence.” 


Bill C-4 may also be contrary to section 9 of the Canadian Charter 
of Rights and Freedoms, which pertains to arbitrary detention. 
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This section states, “Everyone has the right not to be arbitrarily 
detained or imprisoned.” In contrast, the bill allows for the arbitrary 
detention of designated foreign nationals for a period of 12 months. 
Furthermore, in terms of procedure, decisions related to claims made 
by designated foreign nationals cannot be appealed to the refugee 
appeal division. This provision is discriminatory and may even 
contravene the UN convention relating to the status of refugees. 


Lastly, it is worth noting that the minister can retroactively confer 
the legal status of designated foreign national on anyone who has 
arrived in Canada since March 31, 2009, which means that the 
Ocean Lady and Sun Sea passengers could be subject to this 
precarious legal status. 


This bill, which is supposed to punish individuals who engage in 
human trafficking, is completely inappropriate in that we already 
have legislation that imposes a life sentence for people convicted of 
such activities. This bill creates a second class of refugees who are 
denied permanent residence, temporary residence permits, the right 
to apply for permanent residence based on humanitarian and 
compassionate grounds, and, finally, refugee travel documents. It 
creates inequality before the law, simply because the minister has 
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identified these people as designated foreign nationals based solely 
on the mode of transportation they used to enter Canada. 


Bill C-4 to amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, 
which was introduced not by the Minister of Citizenship, 
Immigration and Multiculturalism but by the Minister of Public 
Safety, shows the government's willingness to pursue an ideological 
security policy that is detrimental to refugees and newcomers. 


Under the guise of working to combat human smuggling, this bill 
penalizes refugees who are already in difficult situations and who 
have chosen to come to Canada simply to improve their living 
conditions. NDP members rejected this bill when it was introduced 
in the previous Parliament as Bill C-49 and they will do so again in 
this Parliament because the bill is inadequate, it violates international 
law and the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, and it 
tarnishes Canada's international image as a welcoming country. 


@ (1410) 
[English] 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon (Mississauga East—Cooksville, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I have been listening to the debate on this bill and there 
are some facts that should be addressed. 


First, Canada has a very generous immigration and refugee 
system. The majority of the people arriving in this country arrive as 
accepted applicants for permanent residency. There are a lot of 
refugees from different parts of the world who come under a UN 
program. 


This legislation is aimed at people who use smugglers and at 
smugglers whose business is bringing people to this country 
illegally. There is a lot of discussion around the rights of people. 


I have question for the hon. member. Do the citizens of this 
country have a right to protection? Does the government and 
Parliament not have an obligation to protect the country's borders 
and to protect our citizens? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Jacob: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. 
member for his question. Canada has the right to be protected from 
smugglers, from the real criminals. Canada has the right to invest in 
the RCMP to give police the means to conduct investigations and 
arrest smugglers. However, Canadians also have the right to hear 
from the Canadian Council for Refugees, Amnesty International, the 
Canadian Civil Liberties Association, the Centre for Refugee Studies 
and the Canadian Bar Association, so that the laws and regulations 
respect the rights of Canadians. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, many 
organizations have said that the bill contravenes the charter. Our 
party leader has suggested that we seek the opinion of the Supreme 
Court of Canada as to the constitutionality of this bill. 


Does the member agree with this idea? 


Mr. Pierre Jacob: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for the 
question. 
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In response to what I have heard from the other side of the House, 
all scenarios are on the table. It is important that the government 
listen to the opposition and especially to organizations such as the 
Canadian Council for Refugees, Amnesty International, the 
Canadian Bar Association, the Centre for Refugee Studies, and the 
Canadian Civil Liberties Association, which give advice on how to 
improve laws and regulations. It is very important that the proposed 
bill be improved. 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank my colleague for his presentation. 


He mentioned problems related to the fact that this bill is not 
consistent with certain international conventions, particularly United 
Nations conventions. I would like my colleague to talk about the 
impact that could have on Canada's image on the world stage. 


Mr. Pierre Jacob: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my hon. 
colleague for his question. 


Canada has always been perceived by other countries as a 
welcoming nation, as a very democratic country that gives new 
arrivals a chance to make their way. If we fail to respect all the laws, 
charters and advice from the agencies mentioned earlier, I think our 
reputation as a welcoming nation will be seriously and profoundly 
tarnished. 


@ (1415) 
[English] 

Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, it is a little bit last minute but I will try to put a couple 


of thoughts together. I do not think I will take too much time but I 
will try to resume what has been spoken about. 


We have been talking about two classes of refugees, basically the 
type of bill this is, and we are obviously hearing rhetoric from both 
sides of the House. However, when members listen to what we have 
to say, it is normal that we are the ones who are right in this area 
because the Liberal Party brought in the charter and believe in giving 
people the rights to which they are entitled. 


It is astounding what we hear from the Conservative government. 
I have a piece of paper with the background of what brought all this 
to light. | 


In August, 2010, a total of 492 Tamils arrived on a boat. The time 
before that, in 2009, 76 Tamils arrived here on a boat. In the last 
couple of years, we have had about a thousand people who have 
come on a boat claiming refugee status. Now, all of a sudden it 
requires a new bill. Every person who has ever come in a boat, any 
person who has come from Sri Lanka, any person of Tamil 
background is considered a terrorist. Anybody who has ever been an 
immigrant, anybody who has ever made a refugee request is 
considered a criminal. Where is the end in all this? 


All this does is create controversy and division, which is typical of 
what the government does, but most of all, it is supposed to be a 
cost-conscious type of government and this costs money. All this 
amount of paper for what? Because the government is saying that 
criminals are in the boats? Those are not the criminals. 


The bill does not address the criminals, the smugglers. So, what 
are we looking at? There are criminals on the boat, criminals arriving 
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on the boat and criminals sending the boat. The criminals who are 
sending the boat from wherever the place of departure is, are not 
being addressed. However, all of a sudden, anybody who has ever 
set foot in a boat now becomes a criminal, according to the other 
side, and anybody associated with wanting to help those people is 
considered a criminal. 


What does that mean? That means that we will need to pay 
consultants, lawyers and all kinds of people to ensure those supposed 
criminals, however many there are, will be put in a detention centre 
and supervised. They will go be uneducated, not being fully utilized 
for any of the services, and then again it will cost money. 


I have examples in my office, representing a riding in an urban 
centre rampant with immigrants and refugees, of people who come 
for help. The majority of the refugees who come to my constituency 
office, and sometimes do pass by my house, come with some of the 
best family values we could ever imagine. Their kids go to school. 
They are not out of line. They get great grades. The parents are 
working at not one job, but two jobs and sometimes three. They are 
working around the clock because they have come here to make a 
better life. The life that they have left behind is not the life they 
wanted, not only for themselves, but for their families. The people 
across the chamber should realize that those are the people we are 
talking about. 


Canada brings in 300,000 people every year and 40,000 or 50,000 
of those are refugees. Is the bill, by trying to penalize the people on 
the boats, like we said, creating a separate class, worth the cost? 


There would be additional cost involved afterward when we 
consider the logistics of trying to accommodate these people. We 
would be putting them in a detention centre for up to a year, and 
some people are saying up to five years. I am not the expert so I 
would not be able to say how much that would cost, but we have had 
numbers up to a couple of billion dollars, which is a thousand 
million, in case somebody is wondering how much that is. 


@ (1420) 


Hearing the rhetoric from all sides of the House, eventually 
someone will dispute the bill in a court of law, which will cost 
money. The Conservative lawyers will get rich and probably pay 
independent contractors $90,000 a day. Again, this will create 
controversy and division and for what? We still have not arrested or 
incarcerated a single smuggler. 


There are different ways to address this. I am told that the 
immigration minister has nothing to do with the bill, but the 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship and 
Immigration is defending it. The government is tossing the bill 
around, saying it is a question of security, but the parliamentary 
secretary is defending the bill. I feel sorry for him because he is a 
good guy and a good parliamentarian too. It is very difficult to 
address the validity of the bill. 
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I am a big promoter of sending a bill to committee to try to make 
it better, but there does not seem to be a willingness to make the bill 
better because it is a failure from the start. As my leader and our 
critic have said in previous discussions, the bill is totally against the 
Charter of Freedoms and Rights. As an accountant, that tells me it 
will cost dollars, so again the Conservative government does nothing 
better than to spend money on professionals, contractors and 
independent people. 


My assessment is that the bill is flawed from the outset. I know 
there was an attempt to amend it. I know the bill fails to achieve its 
stated principle of cracking down on human smugglers and I am not 
sure if the government has made any attempts to make that 
amendment before it goes to committee. It targets legitimate refugee 
claimants and does not give a chance to the poor people who arrive 
on a boat to apply for temporary or permanent residency or acquire 
any benefits. It is a total make-work type of project. It is exploratory 
to try to see how much we can abuse the people coming here. 


I am not sure how we can fix the bill before it is sent to committee, 
but I would like to stop it in its tracks so it does not go to committee. 
Again, I am apprehensive as to the costs. In my constituency the 
number of refugee board judges who have not been named and 
Conservatives can use that money to appoint more refugee board 
judges and maybe speed up the process of refugee claimants, so if 
there are illegal or illegitimate refugees we could process them quite 
quickly. 


We see examples across the world where countries have tried to 
use a system where they are not open to welcoming refugees. 
Instead, they will go get their own refugees. We saw that in some of 
the Nordic countries where it did not worked. Again, I do not see 
how that will help. Canada has always been a welcoming country. 
Looking around the chamber, we are people from different 
backgrounds and different nationalities. 


I do not see how the bill will change or better Canada in the future. 
If we are scared of a couple of people who will come here by boat as 
opposed to illegal refugees who cannot come by plane, train, or walk 
through the border, I am not so sure that via the boat is much more of 
a threat than any other mode of transportation. 


© (1425) 


Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canada has a wonderful 
reputation internationally for welcoming refugees. My parents are 
immigrants. In fact, my father was a refugee in 1956 during the 
revolution when he stood against Soviet tanks. 


The hon. members on the opposite side do not want to understand 
that perhaps smugglers are what we are trying to target, not refugees. 
We continue to welcome refugees and we continue to have a 
wonderful international reputation doing so. 


Perhaps the hon. member might be aware that the folks who come 
here with smugglers are working two, three or four jobs in order to 
pay off their smuggling fees and the only people benefiting or 
profiting are the smugglers. They are the ones who are demeaning 
people who are trying to come to our country. They are the ones who 
are robbing them of their dignity. 
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I would encourage members opposite to join with us to help folks 
who are coming to Canada and genuinely seeking refugee status. 
Does the hon. member have some comments on that? 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti: Mr. Speaker, I think the member stated that 
it was her father who came across. Had he come on a boat, he would 
not be a refugee, based on the legislation. He would not be able to 
make a refugee claim, based on the fact that he arrived by boat. 


With respect to smuggling, all we are introducing is minimum 
sentencing and passing a bill to increase the legal sanctions against 
smuggling immigrants. That is all we need. 


Do we need a separate piece of legislation? I am not so sure we 
need that. 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, my hon. colleague was here when Jean Chrétien took the 
Clarity Act to the Supreme Court to get clarification that it was 
constitutional. NDP members are saying quite clearly to the 
government that if it firmly believes that the bill is appropriate and 
constitutionally valid, it should take the bill to the Supreme Court 
before the bill comes to committee and get the Supreme Court 
decision. 


I can only assume it does not want to do that because it may not 
like the answer. 


In fairness to the government, this is rather sweeping legislation. I 
remember quite clearly that just prior to the war we turned away an 
entire shipload of Jewish people fleeing Nazism because they did not 
have the proper documents. There was anti-Semitism in the world, 
and we turned them away. 


I am an immigrant myself. I was born in Holland, and my parents 
were welcomed by the Canadian family. Many people in this House, 
in this Senate and in this country who work for the government come 
from other countries, and we want to make sure that people who are 
legitimate have the opportunity. 


I understand the government's concerns, when a ship does arrives, 
about the costs and the burdens it places on many of the provinces. 
In Halifax we get a fair number of immigrants smuggling in on the 
container ships and so forth. 


However, my two quick questions are these: does the member 
support the bill going to the Supreme Court, and why is the 
government targeting the most innocent in the world of today? 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti: Mr. Speaker, I am not as old as the 
member is, so I was not here for the Clarity Act, but I want to thank 
the member for having thought that I was here for such a long time. 


Basically I do not understand why the government would not refer 
the bill to the Supreme Court. It would cost less, but we are trying to 
make other people rich, I suppose, and that is the only way the 
government does business. 


Second, in terms of why the government is targeting the most 
vulnerable, it is because they are not the people who vote for the 
Conservatives. That is the only thing I can think of. 


Mr. John Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 
Sky Country, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am going to pack five little 
points into my brief question. 
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First, my colleague asked where it will end. I think it will end if he 
reads the bill, because he misstates significant provisions of it. Yes, 
the captains of the boats would be penalized. Yes, those who launch 
the boats would be penalized. 


Second, he misses the point completely. We are trying to protect 
the reputation of Canada as a safe haven for refugees. It is only when 
we take these steps can we continue to do so. 


I have met with people in Iraq and Pakistan and Afghan refugees 
who laud our reputation. Viktor Frankl said freedom without 
responsibility is dangerous to the Auschwitz survivor. We need to 
take these measures to protect our country as a safe haven. 


I ask my friend to please read the bill. 
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® (1430) 
Mr. Massimo Pacetti: Mr. Speaker, I am not sure if there is a 


question in there. I will read the bill again on the weekend, and I will 
get back to the member. 


However, I want to make one thing very clear: just the fact that the 
bill exists would not prevent this country from having any criminals. 
This is not about criminals. It is about making new criminals out of 
people who are not criminals. That is the point. 


[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): It being 2:30 p.m., 
the House stands adjourned until Monday next at 11 a.m. pursuant to 
Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 2:30 p.m.) 
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Yorkton—Melville ......:....... Saskatchewan ............ 
Kings-—Hants'. 0 vs. heck Novd SCOR Pre 
Berthier—Maskinongé.......... QUÉDEC ES. eaten aoe 
Leeds "Grenvillé:.24%,7, 02, Ontario. 28. teases 
Newmarket—Aurora............ ODOM tw et eee 
Battie dou see eat ea tee Ontario oy. ee eens 
Wilniper? SOUU 4. cc .n.. ee Manitoba SSSR RER 
Mississauga—Streetsville....... ONTARIO: area cae 
Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Newfoundland and 
Noir epee RU a AR ER Re LS Ur es Pabradore eye ee 
Oak Ridges—Markham ........ COLAO ee en 
WÉLASKIWIL, MONTRE A LE EP De 
Kelowna—Lake Country....... British Columbia ........ 
Don Walley West)... <6 62000682 COLALIO 25. RE 
Rimouski-Neigette— 
Témiscouata—Les Basques .... Québec ................... 
CISRANA HOMO visas Re eee Ontario teens 
CHAHOUCIONNUMR me eras ee Prince Edward Island.... 
DAVeNDOT EC Sick ke wc haa ae Ontario’ os ate cree 
Hamilton Mountain ............. Ontario :.:..c#heEr ata 
Châteauguay—Saint-Constant.. Québec ................... 
Dartmouth—Cole Harbour .. Nova Scotia. 02e 
Pickering—Scarborough East .. Ontario ................... 
Wellington—Halton Hills ...... Ontaniay sh oes 
POTUMMONGy oases eee QUÉDE ee Re 
Trinity—Spadina................ Ont 
Hamilton Centres; 80017808 Ontario. }0. Vain. AVE 
Desnethé—Missinippi— 
(ehurcchoiil River tcc era Saskatchewan ............ 

Newfoundland and 
St. John's South—Mount Pearl Labrador.................. 
Parry Sound—Muskoka ........ Ontario eine cere 
Bourtassavevrsc ne cee OUCDEOCe ar RTE 
Windsor—Tecumseh............ COCALO oo see Ce 
Beauport—Limoilou ............ Quechee 7 TRES 
MODE ONE CR din aut QUEDEC 4s ean gente 
Nanaimo—Cowichan ........... British Columbia ........ 
Skeena—Bulkley Valley........ British Columbia ........ 
Cape Breton—Canso ........... Nova Scola: 2. ated 
Dots Valley. Hast... ce CHATONS sana 
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DAVIASOR ee PatriCtanwryaLs. bte teen Dir Li whale ty nas oeathen Sarnia—Lambton ............... Ont aniGa were Oe CRE 
AVION 6 5 3/5 het À Vancouver Kingsway ........... British Columbia ........ NDP 
Daviess tO NT cout ENE II on oe ut EOE oa VANCOUMET Fast: nn nie British Columbia ........ NDP 
DAV PANREMARC e.mail: came cea ye dépit Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint- 

CHATS EP eye ee eee on COOTCUCE* pink nian Wh Pea eh aap NDP 

Dechert, Bob, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign 

UNE TR ne ay Gen a REIT ee LTR Mississauga—Erindale.......... OO EE ct ate CPG 
Del Mastro, Dean, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and 

to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs ........................ PicterDOVOU CDi tener tee CHATONS we on CRE 
Devolin, Barry, The Acting Speaker................................:.. Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes— 

Brock: poe PR nee here hae 4 SERIE CP ot Ca en CEC 
Dean ue WA ete eCopt don bosse mas courant à ont Ottawa, Centres.) tee a COnÉDL Es A NDP 
Dion, Hon. Stéphane, Saint-Laurent—Cartierville .................... Saint-Laurent—Cartierville..... UCD Ce ye ARTE ck tae Lib. 
OU HACHEM ICITO RS vitor een 1) man mane whe RIVICEE AU NOFA 220. bee oh CUÉDEC iO mates dates NDP 
UISEONg Ni eel Aa ne aU SO ee et ee New Westminster—Coquitlam. British Columbia ........ NDP 
IDOTC Mle D VTC ROSANEN NU cade amas due LOT gk due mt ote ARE P Oban ei eee era QUE C ie nek midst! te NDP 
Dicesmouremarl tre TENNNCMENT SOP ary FO TR MATE Ch. PANIER ReONDeCr Yate cee lasek wos PA IDOTIA RS) 7 Meenas ws CPC 
IDE M EU a Wk Mt Red tee Act RY oak sade eo dee docs tt ne eta: Chambly—Borduas ............. QUÉDEC | sect tant are NDP 
Duncan, Hon. John, Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 

DER NG RE PR Oo ae PEN RN RE A RO Vancouver Island North ........ British Columbia ........ CPE 
RTE INT SR ACD On CS er RE El ARR RIÉbICOKC None ne OAATION PRE CARS Lib. 
AD EE A CE Ne Gt ON a ee au An IR Edmonton—Strathcona ......... PAU LS € 72 NRA ee D NDP 
At EE TE LUC... c'e MENT oc AT SNCIDIOORE AR reer ne CMWCDEC A En nue NDP 
Dykstra, Rick, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship 

PROMS ST ATION LC AL tion dns RER tn ed en AS hla ce, DIS CAIDATMES trey: NN nue ORE OG A ks, ee haps tee CPC 
DUC TION ANT EMMA, RAR UN MN EO EEE A MS MAIDÈQUE 225 rR near. à: Prince Edward Island... Lib. 
By RARE COR PNTOTRSS SRE hate IN LU Ur QE Nr Sydney—Victoria ............... NON SCO se coat aad Lib. *: 
Fantino, Hon. Julian, Associate Minister of National Defence ...... WAG anaes cleats Ue ce i CHATONS sunk Er Ce GPC 
Fast, Hon. Ed, Minister of International Trade and Minister for the 

RS Arnie Crate way sh. Se eee Ne CIMA ee Uy aid eects ABDOISIO‘C tock ee eat British Columbia ........ CPE 
Findlay, Kerry-Lynne D., Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

ES De INE CEM cee oer au TR OR Delta—Richmond East ......... British Columbia ........ CPC 
Finley, Hon. Diane, Minister of Human Resources and Skills 

oA RUIN dt ios OT, ie A halos A die lan eas OR Haldimand—Norfolk ........... Gnome oes, CPE 
Pianery.tion. Jim, Minister Of Finance... 2.02. 0 Whitby—Oshawa ............... PINAL Oar a aan aires a GPC 
Fletcher, Hon. Steven, Minister of State (Transport) ................. Charleswood—St. James— 

ASSHUDO IA eo sateen, tle. NVESEEODAS ty nee Cs Fl 
de nk auc ohn thet Poe oe eee: Newfoundland and 

Random—Burin—St. George's Labrador.................. Lib. 
MEET ICANE FANCOIS., v.25 teas l LL diate ee ee MORE Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis— 

Matane—Matapédia ............ QUEDÉC AE US Wa Sete BQ 
PIRCOMIATE AMV TOTO? nr dus aus OILS «Veco ANA PTE RAIN Argenteuil—Papineau— 

Mirabel wel cm At et Québpect. pelle à NDP 
thon Hey: Parfianndi, Sey opines: Wie RNA ARE id! Nie pp Vancouver Centre yarn ee British Columbia ........ Lib. 
Ba IDeaU eR Oya): i tan thon SOS Dr PNR ne ER RS db A Ottawa—Orléans :............... COTRAEIO PP Re CEG 
OR NS ELL tee. terrane ts rahe Ae ee ee eee ee ee Renfrew—Nipissing— 

Pembroke (Seer eas, Aare OMATION. ANS tan CRE 
ETRE TICE ESOS nee tone ee US lett Westmount—Ville-Marie ....... QUÉDECL oc) eas ioe ae Lib 
NT ADAG secu aor toca PERRIER ero e are Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca ...... British Columbia ........ NDP 
(CAS (OA eam sf ener aaa ato tip REA CNE PARAIT a Ne Sai a SHC OT 24 es AS ch: QUEDEQR LE ne ee oh ann NDP 
coer JOU alimlOnaNalic NES RER SEINE rene Te MAHiCODATAN ANIMALE CCDC! asst wae ss coh NDP 


LRU AD sialic fami cn cere PAR LO eer Thee cemarr etes Marc-Aurèle-Fortin ............. OUGHEC pe O0 a eo NDP 
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Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
GHD cP Ra ae LR nets ee Oe Brampton—Springdale ......... Ontario he cen sdduce OEE CPE 
Glover, Shelly, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance. Saint Boniface................... Mäntoba sms CPE 
Godin No... 1, PAIN et ne tebe PRET Acadie—Bathurst ........... me New Brunswick.......... NDP 
Goguen, Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe New Brunswick.......... CPC 
Gode Pete en toe ies tear ee Dar tes ace nr RE renee Edmonton asie wee needs: Alberta... Jah des Cro 
COIN RAIDS RE sata goons ws PAF NEE ne od ne eae pee NAS CAP a Um eed: eee Saskatchewan 7": Lib. 
Goodyear, Hon. Gary, Minister of State (Science and Technology) 

(Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario) .. Cambridge ....................... CONIATIO MA a ree earner GPe 
Goal Honsba Minister OF Ste {SpOIt) cn ke cocoate trea ees Bramalea—Gore—Malton...... Ont anO poe ce eee CPC 
Gourde, Jacques, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public 

Works and Government Services, for Official Languages and for Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la- 

the Economic Development Agency for the Regions of Quebec... Chaudière........................ Giiebece ern ee. eee Cre 
MA NE ere O5 oe Cee Creed ete re ed NICKEL Bela ETS ARTS CONtANO Se MRC PTE NDP 
CON AL ANIA Teese ea ee cee eee A ne er RARE ee Fleetwood—Port Kells ......... British Columbia ........ CPC 
COURBE NAT ta hen ee See tenes arte es ole nes rule trot te cere cena Dan amber crest, sti cae: QUE DCE. hn nin erates NDP 
Harper, Right Hon. Stephen, Prime Minister.............. PAL HER va Calgary Southwest A" ES UN JAIDETTA ASE CE PE Cre 
PEATEs: APS SO te Cah kha coh Senna DS ton Re MENS OVERRAN PS EE Scarborough Southwest......... Ghntarig sour ARS Rte NDP 
PS CTP. CAO ad Sige e PORT Ee à À rd an hb ASP Ad Newfoundland and 

St. John's ase, Wen Mila. Hee Éabrador svar Aan. NDP 
actes ICRA ENNEMI ES yates Cariboo—Prince George ....... British Columbia ........ CPE 
JF SOTO Cee ir Faster ae tt anced San ie Aran MEd Eyed et cae reat Syn AR ee Verchéres—Les Patriotes ....... Quebec e560, sui Rares NDP 
Barri, MOTS AUTO sea sac ee nee see eee a Or Paton mers Edmonton (Centres. x24.) 250% Albertans ane CPC 
FAV GS ADVERSE Phe cme cree Wann pene NES AR OR Sens ar aie Sault Stes MATE es ay ere Onis Wo eee CPE 
Éliebette USS LR carts oc cate che cated out ats eed NN eee South Surrey—White Rock— 

Cloverdale sc ia helenae to. British Columbia ........ CPC 
Hier ARTE OR Ste? ee OO ee ot Ba NT D MT der Alberta ces? Aaa were Pe 
Hohackihandy "tox et nee rere eens oleic cet ete Seman eae ee ee. Pine AADetyA Fosse Ares Saskatchewan ............ Cre 
Hoeppner, Candice, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public 

EL SAN NAT ie ect a ee RARE Uae nee atta a et: Portage—Lisgar ................. Manitoba a: role. CPE 
Holder Rare eee Paar tte a ret OR CR EAS me MEAT Ome Bandon! West tere ke eee Ontario ser eee CPC 
1 ES gal B's Pau SR EU AA EL ER EC PR ARR AE Kingston and the Islands ....... CHATONS Lib. 
FSCS: eaten ty, Ws be PA ne VAR VU me ae an caer ce Algoma—Manitoulin— 

Kapuskasieeer.. ee eee tn CAMATIO s+. tee eee NDP 
Jie nud bE ER TE M Te Ac AU ies EG al NTA Thunder Bay—Superior North. Ontario ................... NDP 
JACGIET ICH Se ters ck ae le rates ea ares Re te UE See Brome—Missisquoi............. (CUGDEO A NE ree NDP 
À a M CRE PS CRI CMR EP D PR ts ean eet cathodes Scarporough Centre... rer CONUALIO Saran axe eee CPC 
FOAL SES eee M A Aree acs ee co ait ic etches ons cc, cain tary vice Fort McMurray—Athabasca ... Alberta ................... CPU 
JUAN PÉTER UE chess aca en e - ode tenn. dalle erect Burnaby—New Westminster ... British Columbia ........ NDP 
Kamp, Randy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge— 

and Oceans and for the Asia-Pacific Gateway ...................... NHSSION 2c lee ca te cin ue British Columbia ........ CPC 
Rarveiannis. Hons Jie 2 ges et CR CS nn 2 Scarborough—Agincourt ....... ONtaniO sv vc ee Lib. 
Keddy, Gerald, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Interna- | 

tional Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency and for 

TSA Manic Crate way ARS ACER PRES DER RC South Shore—St. Margaret's ... Nova Scotia.............. CPE 
ellways MALO. ie PR UE Re LR A RAT ee PR Beaches—East York ............ CnAUO LETTRES NDP 
Kenney, Hon. Jason, Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 

NIOTICOMMTAHENT LT ae NOT pre AN Me ES ANR AE SAS ASUS eee Calvary SoUtHeast. 1. ORNE AAIDÉTIA SE de 0 tees CoC 
Kent, Hon. Peter, Minister of the Environment ....................... ROIS SUITE gece CIO Es. Roue CPC 
RO Oe sauts ee SO or SL RS ee PRS ss rs hae meee MCSE NOYAL COR ENT: NOVA SCOTIA... use Eu 
DOME RO M eos 2 Je ne ee Souris—Moose Mountain ...... Saskatchewan». Se Cre 


NE dote ON € n°) GRALON MEN CN RE AA RE ne RS fe Sate Prince Edward—Hastings ...... CAT a coe nace se CPC 
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nS lS Sse 
Lake, Mike, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Industry ... Edmonton—Mill Woods— 

Beaumont adds eae AIDE NE ghar n beat es CPC 
OO RISC VIN Un UO AM LR Lt, ct MO Mvinnipessorthy. ris wane Manitoba ni Lib. 
PaDOMePETAnCOIs Pain RN ge nt, Je. tie dt dans Montmagny—L'Islet— 

Kamouraska—Rivière-du-Loup Québec ................... NDP 
ANGOISSE into au AUCUNE RO DÉNUDTN ELA ee BHÉDEC Cum AL NDP 
Bee Tosse, Alexandtine,. air. 00... te Daw RUINS Louis-Saint-Laurent............. CONN ae sb IPA NDP 
BrP Ye See, Cente, TAC EU tee Na PR LIRE EE PEN RG) Stormont—Dundas—South | 

GNCHGATLY Et me uua mene CARO els os Seite Ars LS CPE 
ICO oi et bala lia, a PE et de Of RE ou Laurier —Sainte-Marie .......... CHÉDÉC ES A Pre UE NDP 
Lebel, Hon. Denis, Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 

Communities and Minister of the Economic Development Agency 

ine allatia fOr Hic ROBIONS OF QUEDEC lel racer ke ENENRe Roberval—Lac-Saint-Jean...... CONC RCC TN nes CPC 
D RCE IOD MOMMA r) Amin re crac ts, Oberst ere Laas ks BCAUSejOUL. naan: mnie fees New Brunswick.......... Lib. 
PAG Si USER RSS LE Seay Piatt, MeO Nu ete T'asalle "EMA 170. ee CUE OG NRA nein acon NDP 
A MK asleh vege undsabltinec bins MUR ON eel rete PE tesa, PRG APs nek Actes oe EC 
Leitch, Kellie, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human 

Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of Labour Simcoe—Grey .................. OA ee eer a Cre 
Lemieux, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 

CELE LS ULSI oh yg ag an ge gall el ag di ab aia PER EN, nee Glengarry—Prescott—Russell . Ontario ................... CPE 
LAS di Ut Sa RI un CR AUR SR D Me Fs rs Palitaxe ree cet ARE PARCS LE Ad NOVA SCOLAIRES NDP 
Leung, Chungsen, Parliamentary Secretary for Multiculturalism .... Willowdale ...................... OTANI en Ce eee an Cre 
RO Cate tee oh Lo cot SPE O NERS Ny 20 md Ne males VAIN Sega Je ah Riviére-des-Mille-Iles........... OHÉDEC rene ae tie NDP 
MEO aC sla Ween si te Sade ann oh Tee Peachy RAS RTS IR A TS BO) Mississauga East—Cooksville . Ontario ................... CPC 
Lobb, Ben RU hag à dylan CAN CARE i at: Huron—Brice ss) er ee CONEATION Cr So ae CPE 
Lukiwski, Tom, Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Regina—Lumsden—Lake 

Sovermmnentin, theisouse Of Commons AUX boo. cetacean ts Centre rs ISERE Saskatchewan ............ CPE 

a MESA ET Se PRO GTR En NA AR A TA aa ca Nanaimo—Alberni.............. British Columbia ........ CPC 
Re un PIN EUMICRCO nan ee Uma ee eue Le CAS ane Et Prince Edward Island... Lib. 
MacKay, Hon. Peter, Minister of National Defence .................. Central Nova ee near NOVASCOMANMINE assy CRE 
RTC NC Metin, ere dd une atin a KL Rene TER CLEO ST ER ote Weak es OTTARIO NAN TRE ee CPE 
CE, LEG P TN i treat ole ROUE REA ate RER RES DRE UR a RC Brossard—La Prairie ........... GucUCe Nine. eine. NDP 
ETRE DLs VEST) IO a AM RAT ADO RRR SRE ie Soe RE Hamilton East—Stoney Creek . Ontario ................... NDP 
SUD RL ne A SR Apart ya SORE unas ARE Daim ae ee et Winnipes Centers" Mamita teams oer sete NDP 
Ee Se SVE Diao dtr Ah Oe ORO TT DO aan RE ON RSR RE RTS, | RE WinGSOr WEST ALP. sk eames OMTATIO Nc eee Sara Be: NDP 
BEY Den 0 Lada Oy vc tt nee ne du London—Fanshawe............. ONTARIO rset AU oa ae NDP 
Be ANZA OCU ee tee ata cs dune tlie AMIE saa eos, be Saanich—Gulf Islands.......... British Columbia ........ GP 
D OMG tio ON fay cil Werk Sn dnc) Cau ne tr eee . Okanagan—Shuswap ........... British Columbia ........ CPE 
DOC LIORENEION, JOUR. LOUE Ur Ds ec ON Markham—Unionville.......... COTO ia near Lib. 
EL LTE ec enc Lanier emu eR nn re ta ee A le MO ae AN 0e Brant.:2:1218 MR ee Ontario VILLE. Le CPE 
McGuinty, David....... SSE RE OM GRIN ET Rae A LAS PE Cod ea GE te Ottawa South. oak ee Ontario AU Seek Beek Lib. 
2 RAGE Fe) RÉ Re ee i ad Nid Maen Rute ae RC Scarborough—Guildwood...... CARO NES Au remot cio: 
McLeod, Cathy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Kamloops—Thompson— 

DS D oie ea ea ere Bie an Pa ele ita CLEO RM NL esate DA À Wh LU CANDOO SEE Ie British Columbia ........ CPE 
DT ACL COSTA "nro ne IMAGE A REIN RICHMONG AIMER: Ontario Ar RE enr CPE 
Menzies, Hon.-Ted,; Minister of State (Finance). PSN TRE OU Macleod: tary rk chs ERA eee A DEA ARRETE eee CPG 
NAGA SS 8a ASS FOTN ODA MONT Se I Se So NU Well WE AUTOS eats A IDETTAN, a Tee RS CPE 
RAC HOUE Haine eno. you es IY TEEN LS A Nana ne Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier...... QUCDEC AU COPA E NDP 
Beet: DATEY are OOP VT nn AAS BAS PAT PORTEURS Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound... Ontario ................... Cre 


BAO O Ee UFIStIC A CAS ne Sere Ie, rimes Re ras SUR Airs ae ARR Abitibi—Témiscamingue....... Quebee Pew CENTER NDP 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Moore, Hon. James, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Port Moody—Westwood—Port 
Languäges... mister MR, sixes oiteasalanstavinas nf CRIER COQUITANE LENS ene a aia British Columbia ........ CRE 
Moore Gi Rob. uit su MONS CRE Ftind yc Royals. ne. New Brunswick.......... CPE 
Morin, Dany. a thew Biginatoknass day’ aie th Malye Maths Eure ERRE ER Chicoutimi—Le Fjord .......... Québec: til Ae NDP 
Mon Isabelle cutee een ON veer eee rec ere a PR etre ee Notre-Dame-de-Grace— 
| LÉO AD PE IS AIN PER E REP Québec: MINT NDP 
Morin, MATÉ=ANGE à 2e ROMEO Des as UNION RARE Laurentides —Labelle ........... Québec... RARE NDP 
Morin.iMarié-Clauden,. heat h heat, MIRE eee tente Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot........ Québec rene NDP 
MouraniT MAT astres PNR an ee hide Met te nae nae PAT UDISEC, $f Sock eee yo): QUCDEC SE ee BQ 
Mulegit ROMA Ph eee Min comet NE TRE ree Outremont... QUÉDEC A RER NDP 
Niurray, Toy Cemetery SOMME, js Sate othe CSN NAT Vancouver OU wr... .2.... British Columbia ........ Lib. 
NGC iC SAR PSN rte ees en aera ASS ne ce Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher .... Québec ................... NDP 
ashe Peg aye, NUE Rene Te Le Len DA SSSR RE Re ae an an Parkdale—High Park ........... CHAOS eee NDP 
MONO Lane. AS oho Sark gn eo Neen a AS Vaudreuil-Soulanges ............ Cuebece sy CE ees NDP 
Nicholson, Hon. Rob, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of 
rN eR) ie: RD Meet) ah NS RER Pe APRA Pi eo Niagara Falls aan sn 2e MIMO ita cen) Bete CPC 
LATE a Povey a 6G Te) GR RE LES ES RSR ESA Norra, Si Se Northumberland—Quinte West Ontario ................... GPC 
Pures hel TOR ts Waste RTS CP A Re RE sens. {E221 ee ae PAR RES A re Québec these NDP 
O'Connor, Hon. Gordon, Minister of State and Chief Government 
NES 180 PAPE A HAE AREA AA EIRE ERA EE RENE PR A BAR Carleton—Mississippi Mills... Ontario ................... CPC 
Neri Grardom TN sasha ee RS RE RU LE Miramicht- ax 2 oe Eee New Brunswick.......... CRE 
Obhrai, Deepak, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign 
PAR NE TES NOR EAN AEE RRO AS lignan) SIE 2: Sad SRAM eue eA Ry SN Calean Pasting. cdi te Aer Alberta so. jc. scr seem CEG 
Oda, Hon. Bev, Minister of International Cooperation ............... DURANT ec a Mat den Shears = Ontanid AE a eee oe CPC 
Oliver, Hon. Joe, Minister of Natural Resources ..................... Eglinton—Lawrence............ ONTARIO enr ne CPC 
COHEN eo ere UMAR 9/2 Etobicoke Centre................ OMaAHG hoa. tease CPC 
Pape Mie no pois eect a Beta Na a car ae cee ne Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel .. Québec... Lib. 
Papillons Añmièké, Parent ENT, HRS RUES CUCDECE ER ape e Québec RSS Re NDP 
Paradis, Hon. Christian, Minister of Industry and Minister of State 
(ALOT CUNIEO | bate sons «dk enr Dre + bd RS Per Mégantic—L'Erable............. CMÉDeC bte Le EE CPC 
PVR Le STORE ees ae cious ARR A tty ince Rte PR Jonquiére—Alma ............... UEDER ar LEP NDP 
aie Lay Alaibot ats a RENE A ARR PR RP PET ate Medicine HA MIE OC Er AIDETA RSC ER sae CRE 
LAS A Tee RP en er D A NT ts eae Ta Porierde-l Île). Ouenee ae eee NDP 
Penashue, Hon. Peter, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and Newfoundland and 
President of the Queen's Privy Council for Canada ................ Pabradonm seers pan an ete Babradotseic es CPC 
Berre VEO TINS An ono eee ee acd ee ee He eters MOOD Re rene OMÉBEC LAINE NDP 
POTTER PR meee bad Aaa RE seas an lavables Îles hiae-. QÉPeC IR AN etree NDP 
PAMONON Lo MES PER Mi en fr oe Wer PIF a Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet— 
Pécancoutc ne res Québec... RM ae BQ 
Poilievre, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the Federal 
Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario............. Nepean—Carleton .............. Ontario RER CPE 
Preston: Joé,. 4e RSR REC SR ee AA eee Un ait Re ne Elgin—Middlesex—London ... Ontario ................... CeO 
QuachtAnne (Minho Thu at te. acs +o ene vee ited narnois-— sdlaperny ass Québec NDP 
Race Hate Ro ner. ici Re ENS nt fn ANR Ho onto Come AN eus à Ontano 4 Te Lib. 
Rafferty ohn desi. 3): sae ae note Ein NE ARS Thunder Bay—Rainy River.... Ontario el eee NDP 
Rat Fon! Tasa. Minister of anova ice EUR SEULS EL AMOLS er aa ee Ontario sit re ie CPE 
Rajotte sams Ta LT EE Tee a eras Va os o> sce ake Saeed le Edmonton—Leduc.............. ATOGL as Stas Eee CPE 
Rathredei Brent: 58 280 i ES Ne eae SOR ae Ds te ee Edmonton—St. Albert.......... AIDÉS tnt ee ce CRC 
RAVEOD SIMI atION 6 sfc ics Nee AA es MEN Are Re PONT Oy oo ee eek weeny ae CNIEDEG en) cee aes NDP 


BRUTE. PET ANICING WR. err tae ree ee See enh tra ee, TOTECTG ee Be 1 an ODOC ane hee NDP 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
D WOR GOOU ode ooo UT nal Jou eee MPV CAEL, bog sonne APS NS SU à Nova Scott... lie Lib. 
TS SLED OS, UL bea ia ror een AM A ae nn es dl de area Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox 
and Addington 2e Wee ee Y..:. MAD eee chien nates CRG 
Rempel, Michelle, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the 
RC COHEN gar hehe de hha ast en EAM nee o's bay RAN sn à Calgary Centre-North........... PCNA ails td tee ie ei CPC 
PTS ARC 0e AR Gl ee AAPM in RL beho tS. hae és Mild' ROSE tuent er a A DCL AD as ELA es CPE 
PAS OA LES ER AU MR à 2 1 re Ne ARS HAN CO ATYY CCE. JAN AE" TaN | of) |r EO Mee alee CRE 
Rickford, Greg, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the Canadian 
Northern Economic Development Agency and for the Federal 
Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario............ Kenora, .).) Rene: CHATONS 2 Cre 
Ritz, Hon. Gerry, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister /for.the:-Canadian- Wheat Board:: s.'22. 000 2¢i¢e00.00e5 de dS Battlefords—Lloydminster ..... Saskatchewan ............ Cee 
EES CAT il 67) EA 9 a nk era stab 1 ner de. ae BN SMART CENEE Compton—Stanstead ........... Québec tre PRR NDP 
D PCO eve lea A LAN AU Re ai deity le on Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik 
PERE YOU Ai tare Rene ET ta Guichen iii De nes NDP 
ROUTES este ical oO tM EE 0 LY AAS Surrey INO ER uh oe British Columbia ........ NDP 
nc semise:> Lhe Deputy Speaker 21/22 te VACIOrIA ts ESPN een nn British Columbia ........ NDP 
Saxton, Andrew, Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the 
Treasury Board and for Western Economic Diversification ........ INGrth; Vancouver, :.c6.. cn hee: British Columbia ........ CPC 
Bee CNA ET ANCIS 2 0e. OO nana eue diet À Häc-Samt-Louis 2 20 QUÉDECL RER Rte Lib. 
Scheer, Hon. Andrew, Speaker of the House of Commons.......... Regina—Qu'Appelle............ Saskatchewan ............ GPC 
BMC HOCE OCIA CIAL Y oP. rrr tote emit fam nes Nee eye ae CARS RAS eye ae Perth—Wellington .............. COMPA OW een rae PUR CPC 
LUE EE RC LCG PRM eT HOT sd EPA RSA RER EEE URL LA Brampwon West. oo 2) aay ae se: Ontario EL ARE RE CNE CPC 
eA LLOTAOUIA TARY sn roms iene doused cat PROM ea as actin Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert..... QUEBEGEE AA edad es & NDP 
Be, EIOUIULY tence heey SE ae OL ti ro Ranh etree ree Re Ree eae NOT West) oO AE PR NES Ontario rene ee Lib. 
Shea, Hon. Gail, Minister of National Revenue ...................... BOmOnt eden een seek arene Prince Edward Island.... CPC 
BETES VOSON:, Gs SIC ERSAN GA LOL SE LE MIN eA ay RU ERA ol Lambton—Kent—Middlesex... Ontario ................... CPC 
OMS Ey CCR Te eee a tlie POSEN Mende ue Calgary Northeasty ye), ARE Abert) Sar) NE CPE 
© RO Moyet EN oda 0 A eles ee aM at etal dN CA Bonavista—Gander—Grand Newfoundland and 
Falls—Windsor......1........... Labradorhinrsses es Lib. 
nn nn Jo sine a Re METIER ane eects AE ke Newton—North Delta .......... British Columbia ........ NDP 
6 ESE COUT gO i aa era aia ON A ta PR dd SAA Scarborough—Rouge’ River. "Ontario... NDP 
pe eue GO. med Kildonan- St Paul) Mie Manitoba re diutee CPC 
EGR, RO A A Set a wa RRO PE PAS OR HG Dauphin—Swan River — 
Marqueties ere es nn MANHODARR rue CPC 
D eee A en NS u en CTOWIOO (EN ements ce, Alberta :::... PTE ER er CRC 
22 USES TSONGA ANG CRE AUS RE A Ne PMR ARE Saint-Maurice—Chamoplain..... QUÉDEC RES AR ss eno. NDP 
DA Mbrucer he ACHNGMOPCAKEl 1... 00 te Simcoe NOTE AT oe aks CHAOS MINIATURE ee CPE 
ON en cu re M Ne Na. Burnaby—Douglas.............. British Columbia ........ NDP 
LOTS DÉS TOO ERP cr Meid, Combe rena Pannen edie a acne heen Sackville—Eastern Shore ...... NOV COUAL ae IR. NDP 
mms DAT he D Ce ican ne Ur TU ie Te Westlock—St. Paul ............. AIDER EN ec NS AS CPC 
M en ate Miah NME" ANG, ne PA tee Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon .... British Columbia ........ CPE 
OTE SU SEE op ge PNR AN eR York South—Weston ........... COURT eos dewtha eens NDP 
LS RENE" PORTA So a Re RL rats NN ge Ancaster—Dundas— 
Flamborough—Westdale ....... CPATATO MM and Ortaca oi aca CPC 
Thibeault, Glenn .........: i ER er At AOE MRS CRS era ecu et Le SUCDUOTY 3 ete ee eee OE ATIO ara re ee NDP 
ialson, David'..... PE ST RU PO RP RR PER REE I ore Dufferin—Caledon.............. CATION Pur tack share! CPC 
ee ee ke te tO a er rech à Elmwood—Transcona .......... Manitoba... CPE 
ees. Hon..Vic.Minister.of-Publiés Safety somme cure Provencher.s vis ste Manitoba tds te CPE 
ROC PROS NUE URSS OUT RE Wale MAL AA cowie oA Gaspésie—Îles-de-la-Madeleine Québec ................... NDP 
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Province of | Political 

Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
TremblayeJonathan,. }Eves EL NUE LAN RETIRE EE Montmorency—Charlevoix— 

Haute-Côte-Nord..…............ Québec mes. NDP 
Frosts BE PL es ARR, ea toast OR Saskatoon—Humboldt.......... Saskatchewan ............ CPC 
MTV TE Bert aie TR CRE NL te RE cca kore aa: Etobicoke—Lakeshore.......... Ontario) ee Cpe 
Digits (oaths loci 11h GRO ted sera ER na A EE NE PAP RL LME URL La A Bapiicaw iia ees. AE CMÉDEC LIN ETES REA Lib. 
Truppe, Susan, Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women....... London North Centre........... Ontarians Cre 
TUTE INV COMO tet en ee nee sore PA NON eats Pendant er ance tee: Mule Aylmer er ees Oude sere NDP 
ECE.” ICI NE ire parece mes Es pa Er A R Brandon—Souris ................ MAR ODA EE CPE 
Uppal, Hon. Tim, Minister of State (Democratic Reform)........... Edmonton—Sherwood Park.... Alberta ................... CPC 
Valcourt, Hon. Bernard, Minister of State (Atlantic Canada ; 

Opportunities Agency) (La Francophonie) .......................... Madawaska—Restigouche ..... New Brunswick.......... CPC 
A ER 0 LOT SRE EE PT AL RON SORT ew ee Guelphiik.: MAR tee eRe a 2 Ontarto. ca, aes ban rate Lib. 
Vans Kesteton, Dave 2h. nement ni «sano aguante es eigen Chatham-Kent—Essex.......... CARO: TRES CPC 
Van Loan, Hon. Peter, Leader of the Government in the House of 

Commons in ae mi A Ut Mn ME. des NOR == SIMCOE ARE nee Ontanoss 4:4 one eee CPE 
Vellacobhr Maurice gitar al be MER ne nn iain ee Seam AE Saskatoon—Wanuskewin....... Saskatchewan... CPC 
WallaceyMike ne Men ea at geet Burlington: sess. ai, ee Ontario, st mes CPC 
Lun LUI CE OEM AO IPN PIRE agnatl preteen LATE AS Langley 34 Haba. 2 British Columbia ........ CPC 
Warkentin aris lets en nan WE ith oa, RES I Peace River ery, Bes Albertasiea yy. tak 6 Are CPC 
WaetsOns OEE eck rene as GA. Sa EIS AIS a Oe EE ESSOR. RSR AE re Ontario... SONIA CPE 
WESIORM TOR. PRE EUR M a RPE Er An El et West Vancouver —Sunshine 

Coast—Sea to Sky Country... British Columbia ........ CPE 
WEeStOD ROdNeY. Er 2 AE ce CE ee ER SAN pt Sat JON AS LE es et ter New Brunswick.......... CPC 
Walks Mau \.. OUST, QU ARR Un, Se ie Meee, sient es Cog tenets. Kootenay—Columbia........... British Columbia ........ CPO 
Willtamsons John!) he) Se ee OES, te nt NE PTUNSWICR OUR WEST. <7. New Brunswick.......... CPC 
Wong, Hon. Alice, Minister of State (Seniors) ....................... RICHMON se ts EE Das British Columbia ........ CPE 
Woo0dworhsStéphen::2..4:02 5er ee es elope stl euchener CCR en soe ee oe Ontario ee ee GRC 
Yelich, Hon. Lynne, Minister of State (Western Economic Diversi- 

fiction er nues Mineiior oF Eh foe Wicehihke Ut ieee à BiACESHAD M NE nn Rues Saskatchewan ee CPC 
"YOURS ROC: Linda des ARS Po nt NE Nate nr eed eee, PARIS LR ee ne Ne (OTICARIOM: ast ae eee Cre 
YOUNS, Walt. scl aaa dl Rebates ida RME ote Vancouver SOUTH 2... British Columbia ........ CPC 
LIN OD EL toe Be 2s testes cb A EM a tate tS tei De AL Prince George—Peace River... British Columbia ........ CRE 
VACANGY sis ot tor tarts eral + ne ee Bae a tena Toronto—Danforth.............. Onatian see Ress 


N.B.: Under Political Affiliation: Lib. - Liberal; CPC - Conservative; BQ - Bloc Quebecois; NDP - New Democratic Party; Ind. 
- Independent 
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| Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
ALBERTA (28) 
Ablonczy, Hon. Diane, Minister of State of Foreign Affairs (Americas and Consular 

RS ee D de ele eu AD EAU BE Be Le et ON Te NOY MIE en Calgary--Nose’ AISNE Meee L CPC 
Ambrose, Hon. Rona, Minister of Public Works and Government Services and 

VUNTISTER LOL StAtUs Of Women: es PRE MR en net moi een hey Edmonton—Spruce Grove ................ CPC 
D USE RO RME rene nee ARRET OMR LU dd ae ne ed CASA West na ohne, er eald es E CPE 
RST Cg WTS Ce ela a Raat ieee apa D ge A LEGER SAME ee RES Vegreville—Wainwright........:......... CPC 
D AAS SME +9 çà ORNE 2s COR CENON © AOL ow yy) SAMUI LEN Tae A WeTAShE WIT, Ss SANS ER rete cane OE LV CPE 
BEC CD Rare. RE NE RES Me DONNE FIO So i ie RAT i Le Reaper te, MEME dur Us Era CPC 
Mee MICH ager te Ore ed Rut reer. A NL ute aside sacl, ey Male i) Edmonton—Strathcona .................... NDP 
Pe ONCE AR Leg ease tte HN AR ER ES Edmonton East oes athe Inn CPC 
eee 2H HON)SEDhEN Tie MINISIER UN eee a lee NUE NTI Gal oar yRSOULIVESt:. RON’ RENTE CEE 
D MONA AUTICES MEURT MS aS SC Bae UPAR RE 2 eo PUMOMOn CeMieo ne teens. cote MAUR TA CPC 
emery COANE PEM eee ROR NOM US gad decade ey tls deu fed cov ee Se PODIUM Para ee CPC 
LT ON lena cae ae EREr SEEN PER a Nae Seats tgs AWE ER ERA Mice: 5 Sania OS RE Fort McMurray—Athabasca .............. CRE 
Kenney, Hon. Jason, Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism .... Calgary Southeast........................ CRC 
Lake, Mike, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Industry ...................... Edmonton—Mill Woods—Beaumont .... CPC 
CH) t10n,- led. Wlinister of State (Finance)... ond ene eles bodies foaee WE CTCOC IS Meee IU arta nie ede ae Ns CEC 
A CIT POR IC OD os) fi eh dana to Ate Oh eel Mn A x Vane) jon de à se, Wey AE oes Verlowhead A ALAN eke ive Peace ne Bee CPC 
Obhrai, Deepak, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs ......... Calpary Hastie. stub Een NIUE CPC 
nn SE it pA Res Medicine Hate en MERE ES CPE 
ee Re ue ous té Edmonton Leduc aan as le CPC 
D COOP TENTE nn oo a UR a SR Ne A AN A eee ae Edmonton—St. Albert... CPE 
Rempel, Michelle, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the Environment ..... @algary' Centre-North A. 298625 is ne CPC 
mew D Aer Man Shree nas es Neh Rie ce bess Ra dda ee Dh ONE te ANT IR OSOT ARE eres sens sacha ec CPC 
D SCOR Ae cine a ara A eed enn eo el ae, DORA AE Loue es Calearye Centre ene frets AM el CRE 
ROR POMC CMe Shi ne onthe thr PR NT EE EU ed bay vee cee @aloary Norieast sua Ne airs ssa) CPC 
OI EN LS frais eee yrs rer AL UAC PORTANT EE EMMA TURN RTL A Be COW ODA PNEU eg ARR RATS PER buss CPC 
Re es SRE Th ree tn mt ee Ou A ane aOR. ge QAR SA me WeSstlock-— ot PAUL PE la net Ie CPC 
Pbpal' Hon. Tim, Minister of State (Democratic Reform) ::..:::..::............% 02 Edmonton—Sherwood Park............... CPE 
D EU Ce Un D NE aaah ce MARS de eee eet RS PEACE RIVER ANAL ACTE NRA INR Ar CPE 
BRITISH COLUMBIA (36) 
SRE BENT RNA Re net Pen CR Or ORNE SR PRE ae CT IRD PT Okanagan—Coquihalla .................... EC 
TAN OM KOT OR ee Re ME A LR te Wh Ue ine at Ce British Columbia Southern Interior ....... NDP 
ON CA NN Eur ne pe AU Et ce Re Por ee An AU Kelowna—Lake Country .................. CPC 
TOWEL HICAN . 0 us. ARTE ORAN A, AREA. HE Ut. Ce ob se Pa Nanaimo—Cowichan ...................... NDP 
es ERNST NE TR ER OS RE ARE Le i SE NTI te A ee RE ANT Skeena—Bulkley Valley .................. NDP 
Ry INTE OR GA Se a MEANY nn AR ns NN Sie Pers init. Vancouver KRines ways ure... LR dey senses NDP 
DICT NTT RS RS NRA eM Oe ON, CRM AU ns ot ay Ont Wane OUvers bast. LE Nr (ak damn trs NDP 
Co Ta WAIT near patil eae ie lis mand Fis ak emi? wa PE iy WORE ae New Westminster—Coquitlam ............ NDP 
Duncan, Hon. John, Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development ..... Vancouver Island North... Rare CPC 


Fast, Hon. Ed, Minister of International Trade and Minister for the Asia-Pacific 
SENS NE Fo AR Rat À LAURE ARS RD re ERNE A SA A OT GR ER SAS ADPOIS TOO PANIER A NN PES RENE Cre 
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Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
Foablon Hess st ere nr Encore OS Vancouver Centre. he nt Lib. 
Gao RAA SU Re RE Desc Re RER Sate pan are Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca ................. NDP 
Cie Wat Ii tig “cee b RAE Ce M We rates: ctl ceca mer eon ak Fleetwood——Port Kells: 2.2.2 0002 CPE 
LA ge RACH aes Re CE EE os mate be ne ed Rd Op 5ei es OEE DE Et TT Etre Cariboo—Prince: George i A ae Cre 
Hiebert, RU ee AN ae] es eee en oe) South Surrey WihitesRock-—Cloverda RARE 
ALLA Wes /o) Gla aa arcs a ky hota ene cence a MAY riser Se ety op iat cir eeaeee de DA Burnaby—New Westminster .............. NDP 
Kamp, Randy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and 

forte ASE PARC Gateway es. LUS LR Ne URSS rem e 0 Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission.. CPC 
Lunney amer MN ADR CARE PRIOR Sia an he een sn ak Nanaimo—Alberni ......................... CRG 
MnnEliabehenhnns Hasena t Greets te AN PRE ANR te RE ti Saanich—Gulf Islands... GP 
Mayes Con RER UE PONS tee le Etes Rae: Okanagan—Shuswap ee me ee GPG 
McLeod, Cathy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Revenue....... Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo......... CPC 
Moore, Hon. James, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages ......... Port Moody—Westwood—Port 

Coquitlam es ee An. tate AR ene CRC 

Mure ayes het iar ms Pes Ae oe eh ae ee Tee comes nk Vancouver OA een RE re Lib. 
SANCTUS ONT SCALE enr AE Een lak aah Ras ie aa can Aen ake MOO RE bee soca Surrey NOIRE. op oe ces he eee NDP 
Savoiecbenise. Phe: Deputy Speakers cs eae hah ee yah Reese WiClOTIAs cotati etre Ocoee ee NDP 
Saxton, Andrew, Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the Treasury Board and 

foreWestetin RCOnONNC DIVEFSIICAUON unes Tes ss M cameos ste North Vancouver at fice Saupe aaa CPC 
SIMON IOSINCOF oo stakes oy air cet dede dine oon seg tie RR ee ne ho Cat OME steve aap Newton—North Delta ..................... NDP 
Swann RU ere eee Cag a cael veg ice a ac ERP OS BüurnmaDy-= Douglas. 2.07, NDP 
Tries C1 Dad 1 SALON AR EEE et PE Ps D NES A AN A CE ORAN db ok cane Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon ............... CPC 
WETAWONWIATR cm: AP RENTE PER D ET SP PNR SA A PC SE A CNE Le wauree Langley ss SR ER EE CPE 
Weston Jonny ist OS eee eR ERNEST PUR CONE EE ce oN West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea 

to Sky Country Men aaa ER ies CPC 

Wilke: Dav ick een ont sere tno tart es es Aaah tans RP Re Kootenay—Columbiay2 osama CPC 
Wong, Hon: Alice: Minister of State (Semions). ort. ce eden aes ensue mane ee ee Richmond+...7 eae eee Cee 
Wests ANA RAR ae RAMs era Or a oe hee nn eae CN ERP ERP EEE AUS RENE sig LE, Vancouver SOU sits nist re ee CRE 
ZANE MESO SCO Eee enn Sen ae See ate ete Lee HU te ee wir eae .Prince George—Peace River.......... PA TOrC 
MANITOBA (14) 
pa ENS CAN ER PR ARE APE Sa vie AR SA ew rm A 4 EG Churchill en TT PAU RS RE eee NDP 
BAC LION OURS CRT TT ER AC ON ES Winnipes South Center CPC 
Bean nes ARR RS RM NL dec 2e Wala ocd vl a neta eo ee Selkirk=—Interiake).) 23 0. eet ane CPC 
BiinOGeern Od. taitesn co nce: te waren eee eine 6 eer ian Clans ys emcees cite Ae ahaa ane WAnnipe? SOUL: <0) na.ncot noe aan CPC 
Fletchér, Hon: Steven, Minister of State (Tränsport);.::......:..,4. 202... Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia.... CPC 
Glover, Shelly, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance ......... Ree tes Saint Boniface...) NON seas CRC 
Hoeppner, Candice, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Safety........ Portage Lisa nn PE Te eee CPC 
Lamoureliy Revi Eee MARNE nero DAS Ar Dashes te RNA rated: Ptday Winnines North sen ae ocean eee Lib. 
MAR Dae ee ee ree Oe nema cee ee ye oe le oat cnet RE Ven ste go's Winnipeg (6 Ente MINES NDP 
Saith, JO te ke acca errs os rater ts oer eterna ne ahora inate ena na sss eres Rildonan=St) Pauls scien CPC 
SOPUCK ODEN titan tes eee: TA ee hess NEE A aT eRe esas feats Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette....... CPE 
Toot. Lawrence ER RE RER ANT ee teach nes Elmwood—Transcona ..................... Ll gh 
Toews Ho Mic Minister of Public Saicry.. Soc. or os ey tees ae re areca: PYOVERCHER IE LIN rE PAT ER ake ER TR CPC 
Tweed, Mery ot ousts: es er Re TONER i) Sen CRAN OPA ee Pea nh; Brandon =-Sauris ire ses epee Che 


NEW BRUNSWICK (10) 


ANS MIS soe TS Ur CS ee ee ES SN TS ek aa Tobique—Mactaquac ...................... CPC 


Ashfield, Hon. Keith, Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and Minister for the Atlantic 
EE TEA LS ANOE PET Cision. cours cits Sones D A LA Jaks Meeks unwed ames ia eE FIGGEGCION CR su nel nares CRO 
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Political 
Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
OT 0. CORD ce Le Ae oe 202.00: rt cr an ee ACAHE BATSON bic aa ca lawn LUN NDP 
Goguen, Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice................... Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe ........... CPC 
Bie ES amen n MOM aN OTIC 23 55/5, SAO Se PINE: Re ut D in BEAUSÉ TOUTE RL in. va Lib. 
BOIL ALA OLE NOD, RENE Re nr mA AR A ie EUROS ON ALERTE MO AR Joh eae a doe CPG 
CNP OT mya. ca nc Rt RRR a ht Miramichigtie,. a eee tio. tose, Wee CRE 
Valcourt, Hon. Bernard, Minister of State (Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency) 

(OSTRICH Dic) MEMO eR OHLONE DD Da CMR Neen MUNI dt Madawaska—Restigouche................. CPC 

D OTs OS Vn Ak TY SO AR RP nan US Cr eu Dale OLIN EME sais TN ea den Ll a CPG 
SP UAISON NY OBIT cena iaae Rata Lis he Ans Yel OS Batis rie oe New Brunswick Southwest................ CPE 
NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR (7) 
AUS PO ON Tee ne en romane AURA ne ce Seung Ge AVEO OW air aac wha Rs re Tee rie Lib. 
By ile HONG ss M ane: OT. it ented be Ur Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte ......... Lib. 
| LSE a Deg) AGT) LORD RO EL EERE ERS cm yrs ELL aL ote 8 Rl ae Ree ONO er enn St. John's South—Mount Pearl ........... NDP 
MEOO Ue PUR INI re eed SNA TSN ER ERREUR lls AL à Random—Burin—St. George's ........... Lib. 
OTT ET nla lt Sd ee EOE ERE 5 e's et den 2e om SA ue SUtMRONT YS) PAST Pr A AR Lk Cah iis NDP 
Penashue, Hon. Peter, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and President of the 

PIPE SIV Council fot CAAA #68 Dal cater ma et Tan TARN MORE SNA pr CRE 
CNE Et As RE OS oie att RU PNR NE DER Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls — 

MARS ON CAES ai ee Meee ck at Meter UNS Lib. 
NORTHWEST TERRITORIES (1) 
D TOO ea Moser nl: Len nn Ne nt Tin WesterrArcnc\ ake. qiciiial Mearntlor, NDP 
NOVA SCOTIA (11) 
SOLS, OCDE NN NEIL RARE RNA Sy UE CIN Wo so ei aha Cumberland—Colchester— 
Musquodoboit:Valleywued, cfa CEC 
Race AON EON Net er IN Ee CNet del Roam ulti nn Kings Han tsnnenegue: nement al peace Lib. 
ami MOIR ODEON ns i vars eet es ne NY PIO REY EE ond Mowe wha Neb eo vain. des Dartmouth—Cole Harbour ................ NDP 
PICTOU ers | Ree ly TAINAN Re, OEE STL a eb eit de. Papp teh Ut joe Cape Breton=—-Canso Poke, Hor) Sak Lib. 
Rs [0 el V6 ghee PE PAC ices br ire be RE ee COE EAN A SYVANeV VICLOFIAN Pers ane seer hh eg Lib. 
Keddy, Gerald, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Trade, for the 

Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway............... South Shore—St. Margaret's .............. CRC 
Bee ete ROC ott Sie srr ATR Har tree tie) Sr PSOE ORAN Ay noe aon CCC RSS WESURING VA sires ES EEE Dur UE tuner ah ere 
Bete AVICC ATI reel Resa My 8 8 hol ess en AURA SRE oP Roe 9 ule ON SORA FAT Ie NM RON Cen Lea ny SRE NDP 
MacKay, Hon. Peter, Minister of National Defence .................................... @entral NOvar PREMANEL ENT MGT: Del, PENS, CPC 
Boca om GieOll) mintsscce sy rez tic se EMR IMERD es CoV oes en paw NA | PANS: Halitax Wester ite ee AL 7 Lib 
eae TL, (PELCD Sr ms Sor noc MeN SR A 2 AL NO LH RU Ls eue rad Win Sackville—Eastern Shore.................. NDP 
NUNAVUT (1) 

Aglukkaq, Hon. Leona, Minister of Health and Minister of the Canadian Northern 

POU eMiC MeVCLODINENE DVCCNCY tec uss reece de LU D ANNE ese eae ict Le DUAL eM TE RUN Te AE SR Le CRE 

ONTARIO (105) 
Adams, Eve, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Veterans Affairs ............ Mississauga—Brampton South............ CPC 
LEP AU TR 2 PR OT ET TC SR MN oe oe a tee MOD CRIE A NUE" ere PR re CPC 
TYPES URES ATP RE RER ate rN ea ae ARRET br Kriéhéner=Conestopdi in de cole GPC 
Alexander, Chris, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Defence...... Ajaxe-Pickeeing ie. Fans. CPE 


CES BAGO) Fi By og Ot isc” eh er ee i Reps eee Re een Me OUR A MIP ARE NV TLATR Ss Se OL Mole rate in Ney at ERA Ne oy NDP 
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Name of Member _ Constituency Affiliation 
ATLISOL RLIGARIMA: deities. La died ne ARO Ac MOUTON a vid ws ee a Re de ta Niagara West—Glanbrook................. CPC 
Arnblen Stella esis «25 4: IE I TR os RIS, ssid ao torn tin onan pae UIE Bin RS MississaugatSouths 20.2 en re CPC 
Pears, Charbe UN walls oe MMS SMS oe oo ty ries de Des sers ed ou Timmins—James Bay ..................... NDP 
ADS pith MAYO oie os see cg seins eee evens ano an AL OD TERMI bahia a ARCEUERECERE on dp damaieds Nipissing—Timiskaming .................. CPC 
Baird, Hon. John, Minister of Foreign Affairs uen... set ogmeusnene en Ottawa West—Nepean..................... CPC 
Bélanger}Hon- Maur... ones ons ose coda es, MERE RE Ottawa-sVahiere sewn. Rene Lib. 
Bennieti ion. Carolyrisietiy RENOM RERO ENNEMI, Set Balls”) NP Lib. 
BEST AD A BARN, ees eet AN, ME Sy ma MOPAR OURAN Hae de crane Kitchener—Waterloo....... 600250. esa Cre 
Browns COMMON LE ered RENE Meme Oe ae vets ee hoa otc RAA einige EN AR, Beeds==Grenville! eee CPE 
Brown, Lois, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Cooperation . Newmarket—Aurora......................…. CPC 
BTW is Pris RER sn PA Te Re aie ec RS wie M Me tins ne PATENT Ne nen CPC 
BU 5.) e7 10 | «hk Galea ded anes tet Ripe Ce dress eo 0 NN De ESS ea dy Poe ON A Mississauga—Streetsville.................. CPE 
Calandra, Paul , Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Canadian Heritage ....…. Oak Ridges—Markham ................... GPE 
CimichieMJon | 5 icc PRO ROR I TIBI nr ogra eee nitrile Don Walley West. .5is..0scnecucmaeeedead CRE 
Carrie, Colin, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Health ...................... COSTA A RS Rs nat eee aera aman CPC 
CAS NGIAEOW oy sive une e da anslau se sie rs PRUs SHRI Oa Ni à Aorete rho mia Rate Davenport eo ee NDP 
Charon Chris de dan ee ec en Det 804 à on MS NN PAR EURE Hamilton Mountain! 23 Use SAME NDP 
CA ES 70) FER AE PASS LT RP RER ER Le APN AC QE Pickering—Scarborough East ............. CPE 
Chong; Hote MIChAe MORE DIRECT RAR deste fr ree Re ee ee eee ee Wellington—Halton Hills ................. CPE 
CONSO LE Ne na à ce RS A en et cists AU cuis Sarre nat arias Trinity==Snadina is RC NL NDP .- 
Chrstopnersons David ce acts RE PER Ne Le PP Hamilton Centre 22m re NDP 
Clement, Hon. Tony, President of the Treasury Board and Minister for the Federal 

Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario .............................. Parry Sound—Muskoka ................... CPE 
COMNATUI OE Gee ad oar MS AMI RS. Wages serie at volt pate wa eRe ileal Dotnet SP toe Windsor—Tecumseh 1.1.2. 42700 NDP 
DATÉE ES EEE RAT M ee a Matsa A Don Valley East 420 ae tae eek CPC 
Davidson Patricia « ae. 10 eu A Pal ste + LAON OLD ER RE AS Sarnia—Lambton 40.720 CPC 
Dechert, Bob, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs ............ Mississauga—Erindale..................... GPC 
Del Mastro, Dean, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and to the Minister 

of Intereovernmental Affairs, 5687 alg dénseentt...-. tetes heey tees Peterborough MN AREA SN ee GPC 
Devolin Barry. The Acting Speaker de A a wee wk sateen es Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock.... CPC 
|B ce PANIER ee en ieee NAA MTS a SERUM Ha Ne er ORE iT Ottawa Centre: oye bs ac re a ae NDP 
D'ACTE SER SR RER ale ee ire ea acres Btobicoke: North shears enter En Lib. 
Dykstra, Rick, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship and 

HAE PR ht DRE Léon à Sn ME OREN oa 8 rie wn ee a ing RUE Sts Catharines pee. cis ae nese eee CPC 
Fantino, Hon. Julian, Associate Minister of National Defence ......................... Na bAN Teen es al enone CPC 
Finley, Hon. Diane, Minister of Human Resources and Skills Development ......... Haldimand—Norfolk ...................... CPC 
Flaherty,. Hon. Jim; Minister of Finance. eu RSMPEEn CREME 2.25 1.2... MWhitby==OShawa;: ue CRG 
Galipeaur ovale. en. eA PR, A a RIN cindy cas « Ottawa “Orleans ss en CRE 
Callan RER SA dao sh neocon abe Se dee MMMM RER EE ae Rehan ee Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke ......... GPC 
CORP SAIN fl Des RE Ed dre ml OA EE Rae + ele tn ee ie etd ire Brampton—Springdale :.................4: CPE 
Goodyear, Hon. Gary, Minister of State (Science and Technology) (Federal Economic 

Develonment Agency ior southern Ontario) i) Ping ie y chins dee oy PRE ua Re Cambridge. aie. ih Put. CBC 
Gosal, Hon. Bal, Minister of State CSD OTE) er) cele ee ote ete ea ee ane Bramalea—Gore—Malton................. CRC 
Gravel he Claude S46.) yun ae RINE Ht eds A RE pete es Ent tee MS Nickel. Belt ces je. ee ade a ane oe NDP 
RÉ ES NE D 2 PSE ccc oe eek oe eee eds a ee RURAL RAR hie A Scarborough-Southwest...............,…. NDP 
Haves VAN Eu diese PUR OS EU ee seas EN en SALE ai ARE ent SAUIL SIC NERC LCL UE PEAR CPC 
NUE ete ROUILLE os a emda A PAR CI LE ecg os nae ae TE RES RE wa AE London: WES EEE MR ake AR LA Sg 
Ha Ted 6 co cers need tne ard pa RE à sales eben ME AO Uy EE NOR PE eee es Kinheston dod tne Ishkands' 222713: 0 4s. crn Lib. 
Hughes Caro ARS TS ed né le RATER i : Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing ..... NDP 


LU RAC PL À FL MR ARRET RS RO ne À A ee lagen 2 AP AR PRE ree Thunder Bay—Superior North ............ NDP 
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ETS LRU IT CMP I ME OL oR) APE ony LP à NRA NRA D CHDO TOUS INTENTS MMI LL AUS CRG 
BA AOS PE ROTN, IN. pc Re BOL EME din bene Scarborough—Agincourt .................. Lib. 
OA METRE NAN. AMR no eines D es. GE Beaches=SEast York somata NDP 
Keniersons eter, Minister, of the Environment Malais su dance DOS RER nd: de CPC 
Recaps aly he Pain, Mee MR ata ft Viste ba Silent mat Prince Edward—Hastings ................. CRE 
AO NN ARR ARTS NE REIT CO CE ARR Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry ... CPC 
Leitch, Kellie, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
ove moidene ang tthe: Minister of Labour. dwanec ui ins de ores STI COG re Vass eters A) ee bowl be GPC 
Lemieux, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Agriculture ............. Glengarry—Prescott—Russell............. CRC 
Leung, Chungsen, Parliamentary Secretary for Multiculturalism ...................... Willowdalerter unre nei wendy) rhe! 9 0 CPE 
LAVSST NAB S C1 Gh ON AEE Ro EU ne deg nf hi Te ree He Mississauga East—Cooksville ............ GPG 
A RAT URN Is REE a Ar I Cae DOE CRC NONE PVULOt DIUCE hee ee ee CPC 
2 EU IC LI AVC We RE OR PR AE UE ER nn COXTOTO UN ES ARS A we ce oe CPG 
EUR ER AE TIE 2 DR eg Vir saa A A Po RAR Hamilton East—Stoney Creek ............ NDP 
UES wel 48 © Teal AR NE RES PA Wad ee ARS rE NEL WHTUSORSWESE yin sek Wks nc) ak ne NDP 
TST TS SSE RE On eh ge Ps Oh LR Ue London=Fanshawe sit sucess sys os NDP 
D EC CONT) eat OR aie eed rad RC coc Goss, tie estate te Markham—Unionville ..................... Lib. 
D APR aAd Ie SNE MS ca Ath bass Auda un tn Mees BEA toate SUR A BM ARR ee ae RL PA A CPG 
Be A DAV eee PR le ee UP RU bah Vane ids Shank ee ate uae Oilawias Stee MES SL RS en Au Lib. 
CARE SEE TE On ASP aren. Bh Aste. eo CM ody ce Ng PT AE Scarborough—Guildwood................. Lib. 
SEES CTS SS ENS) Fe UIA a ar RR A PR RE NPY at RICO UE er tattle nee ae, CPG 
MAAR Ge eee Se Fee ne. Sach on 54 ATO Creed ions cei Le eee . Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound.............. CRU 
“SPIE ET ATi) OUD ele Sr NG RC PRR NA Sr ce aS RRL WPAN! ON Parkdale--High, Parks: Um LOL ON NDP 
Nicholson, Hon. Rob, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada.......... Nip aa PAS an en ta ey fale on ce, CPC 
RIRE TRUE CON ARR RTE CORAN A A DR ANR a Northumberland—Quinte West ........... CPC 
O'Connor, Hon. Gordon, Minister of State and Chief Government Whip............. Carleton—Mississippi Mills............... CPC 
Oda  HonaBev Minister of International Cooperation 4/0 PP ee: MATE RE ORNE 7 NAN eis MA ine che BA ree CPC 
MRC HOMO viinister OF Natural IRCSOUICES 0... D RE TIM SAP an ee Belinton= Lawrence en met anasges cine CPC 
PR PAR 5 8 i IR I a Gh OR DNR NST CARED PR à se Etobicoke! Centre: Ma Ralf iso Ir CPC 
Poilievre, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure 
and Communities and for the Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern 
EN ae OM PRES hs oe rake RNA 621112729721 2 ics cme Era een en eee Népean- Carleton. FAT. een CRC 
Be OR à honte et NN Ej ou oe a xorg SE AUS «lesen Galop ate Nea PA he Bp Elgin—Middlesex—London .............. CPC 
Te ATES A coho Sr sores, fous bx SOULE Os PTI, Et SE Mr yee dae Toronto Centré’::..0.2.. Pes SITE à Lib. 
GR ES NAN PE) ER RE LT LOT AP ER RC PR CSA TN ARRET Le I PR D LR Thunder Bay—Rainy River ............... NDP 
EAP LAOits LISA MIUNSteP OF LADOUL 2: sei nace AMIS NUE RAT ee OT AN VE LE EEE ROME CU RL D ER A AN EU CPC 
MINS CANE Os PAPAS tk ea eed Gane PIS REL AD SS SEEN AT Sar eh hd ee dae ont 0 Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and 
PCI tO ae Seeker gh: Lee re ane en CPE 
Rickford, Greg, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, for the Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency 
and for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario........ ION OGA PES Wile AEM Baten, Ne un GPG 
Schellenberger, ERT NEN ETT RRR ii ON LS Dea rT fee Romeo al Cr Pent Wellington tracts x. eve nausea ees CPC 
LU SNS EU eee ents i ame aan tals ass ks daa tie Ae Ine Alas Jl Re Cation: Westin Nee ae cece. kl Aan OU CPC 
FER STINET RUBIES RE A APR ET RE RS OR ER tS PRE Re Re EEE WOT CSE MES SA Mase eevee Lib. 
ONE PEER ee en Ses Nae ta oe tha a vacate RE RER RER ta Dine Lambton—Kent—Middlesex.............. CPE 
CESR RENE SE A RE PSI AR Re TARA Scarborough—Rouge River ............... NDP 
D SUC mea Ce CLINE SpCakete 0... at nee NPA SNA ie Qu SIMÇCOCENOTIN ESS Ré wea ee ans CRG 
Sn ER BAS FAR A RE Cy Re ER gee eT er eer York, South-—Westom Lan... 4" NDP 
CREER RSR PA RE RE ARRET RE ARR A PAU ER À Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough— 
WPS HAAN See as tee en are maa A oi Cre 


VEO ANT COMI ie cans ee eRe aati Re Ueber al ed Man con an vee AN Sudbury AR OT NS ERP) Ns LP nes ARR. NDP 
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Tilson, DAVE icles cecher cbr hss pate ROD od cd IME oD eM Sieh orem crater toiintetere titane Dublerin= Caledon eue CPE 
Trottier, Bestard ul ROU ct AR IEP nero honte tester Etobicoke—Lakeshore.….….......3015. Js CPC 
Truppe, Susan, Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women ......................... London North Centre... aan CPE 
Valeriote Frank. 02 ina RES Le eee bahrecee Guelphigortie ieee. TRANS Lib. 
Vani K éstéren (Da vel st M A REC E. OR LAS POP See nN Chathami-Keént--Essex. sms CPC 
Van Loan, Hon. Peter, Leader of the Government in the House of Commons ....... Woke Simcoe LL INR SRE CPC 
Wallace. INR M ee Rene te PARTS DRE ISERE Buri tor 211 Li RCA LORS CPC 
NASO ATEN ER ate AM Ac Hidde qu Lead RC eee RUE À AOL CA DER SRE ESS RE En te TUE CPC 
Wotidlworimmcnephen assist eres NON PRE MAR PMU Kitchener Centre 71990 MEN ate CPC 
Young, Verencess ache nn ete: hante ee ears ns ee wit Rapes es os CARMEN per ben ne CPC 
PING Sag mr, Re rete D eme esis a er nee GI ee CUIR tetas loronto="Dan ton ee er se 
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND (4) 
SASSY EAI te AO APS re DL A ET A OS OP AA RSS CHAHOUELOW EL 5.05. tee ee ee Lib. 
CR HOW A TE ore eer ho hans ae een een eee M Pen ep riens MAIDEQUE AS RE RE Mer PR RE Are Lib. 
MACAU LOMA LANTENCE. LEE AN ERREUR AS PE ARE ER RS ARE GEN CUNT 2 Ti T2 RARE RER re Lib. 
Shea, Hon. Gail, Minister of National Revenue......................................... ÉSMONE TE RTE PAT er See CHE 
QUEBEC (75) 
NAST Tag MODO RN ORI Ns SR Up ee eae PtP SIRE ee ee et Orion ÉTOISS RIVICTCS tones Fore AL aes du NDP 
AV ANA, PARA: oe eae ey ee eel UN os cane UE CU satan ded cece d guinea teat Honoré-Merciet A odie. eee NDP 
DEV ane A Ube oan, eee an ree acelin ok ado one Richmond—Arthabaska ................... BQ 
Bénskinglyrone 1c, Re kas 28 6h Ne EE neds ns Mig VAT ead Jeanne-Lé Bert" en. NDP 
Bernier, Hon. Maxime, Minister of State (Small Business and Tourism) ............. BOAUCE oo ne PA oon te eee eee CEC 
Blanchette, Denis ............. pias Caras cerca SR ECC ee ea a Louis Hébert LS TR ee ee NDP 
Blanchette Lamothe, (Vy Sane ooo. votes ois ey oy eet hn Ree clei es cer. Pierrefonds—Dollard 24.7 NDP 
Blaney, Hon. Steven, Minister of Veterans Affairs.....,................................ Lévis—Bellechasse act igh a CRD: + CPE 
Boitin in oise Mets RS SL tchat ie Cratineau ins Se NN ioe vee EN RO NDP 
Bora hamanen ac habit kame ira incidences teeta Terrebonne—Blainville .................... NDP. 
BoulericeeAlexangre. one Gann iis RL 0e, A Vit pln Nee ER ec tS RES Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie ............... NDP 
Boutin-SweetMarjolaing. 0... MAUR NT nl ane deals Hochelagags ds ie ae dons eh RE NDP 
Brahhni ARR era RP de AU ER tnuntenig egstantéstetoie ere A SANTAICAN. ESA RS RARES NDP 
Brossenot Een nee OR A ONE Len aénetinde ts nine Berthier —Maskinongé ..................... NDP 
Caron Guess Oe RE MER ROM SE orne sta ete Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les 

Basques... tu tite LS ts NDP 
Chicoine sOyl vain? SR EE re UT... A we ae a = 22 se Chateauguay—Saint-Constant............. NDP 
ChOqUCHEE Francoise ose tains fa. des Gage oo Oe Bo vain a ead ae cams, cpm oe ole nce DUO LS A =. aot eins eae NDP 
CoderrerHon4Denis Le 205.22. transe Ms OMR op SA TOR ad ley RNA Bourassa. eee. CHAR". Lib. 
Cole SRaVINONG 51 PR PT pr OT RUE Seite tact Beauport—Limotlou =. 7"... ree eee NDP 
Cotler..Hone Erwinia). Mess. en RSS came Pe terete tee nals «nate octane ee Mount. ROVal APR PET RP NS ee oe eee Lib. 
Dy Anne Marie Cy, Fay Pe Oe Ta. ARRET OR ne RE Mer patine aan nicbe nea Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles ...... NDP 
Dion, Hon. Stéphane, Saint-Laurent—Cartierville ................................... Saint-Laurent—Cartierville ................ Lib. 
Biter eid 1s 1 AL To pc RS SR SP NR ae runt tarte af à RMIÉTO ENORME eo NDP 
Por Lente Rosie He SC RS ARR RPC tee diner de Are BSE Ari rete on ie isis amnion ee NDP 
Dubé MAIRE LS RE OR A SEO: h(t FFE ya ERS Sate a ee” Ee en Chambly“ Doniuas is er ets NDP 
set Pierre Lies SR RE tn mere tee RSET EROCHE OE eh ee eu El NDP 
Roëtins ean-FahtOrs SR ee cn DE mdbrrade sins sie DÉMO AR nue ARE Se ord abe Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Matane— 

Matapédia eee teres MEET LES BQ 


brome SNA VIEIC RS os hak ace Re sacre Res ee pee LAS octet dans ek cet Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel .......... NDP 
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EE re sume 
LIRE A NS ONTARIO RS TU ED PARENT EAP REA IR Westmount—Ville-Marie .................. Lib. 
SH) 2 CE PO ERA Oe es ee BE EY Ose mk Pe DÉCO PA A Corte sha Lake onl ams PO RE | NDP 
Se ese NOTA RTE RE ER EME PNR NE SN OR TR cut nog den MARIO SAN lel iia NT ose: - NDP 
ASP Ge SR PRE. a LAN SPP AI NI EE RENE oe eee RE Mart”Aüréle Fort... 1S eae NDP 
Gourde, Jacques, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Works and 
Government Services, for Official Languages and for the Economic Development 
rene AIO Ue RCDIODS OF CMÉDEC EN CN une QU whee reed ew 5 Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière ... CPC 
CENCE 62 8 lake SS SOD REGIMEN aa ee VO Ae eae MAL Ut Nn A A NE Dainty AMIDE tena lente EC ea NDP 
RSR RESIS SVE ae Rte ee ete gO a ARO eS fo Verchéres—Les Patriotes ......::..:.:..:.- NDP 
BOUL ICIS te eu ee ra M tials okay agi viene xk yee POM OS NO es Brome=MissiSquo re iced elects ee NDP 
ONE EN ua One a SRG TER A Oe RO ER RO SMR Montmagny—L'Islet—K amouraska— 
RIVISFC UE LOND A ine a). ees MERE ie NDP 
OSGeo Ute as ES CRM RER PR Son ois sak aw doe leas ne PE ek RÉDÉNUEN VMS eine din cc ada NDP 
MYM OSS OM NIE KANCIING MR LOMO Nm ON TORI ple ee eS) Louis-Saint-Lanrentem me NOR NDP 
D CT Cine | ii, 1 enn ei US ee Uh AS SER ON Ve! Laurier—Sainte-Marie ..................... NDP 
Lebel, Hon. Denis, Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and 
Minister of the Economic Development Agency of Canada for the Regions of 
De ti Oe PS ie ra aR ATE A RRS ol AU ir eld SN. GO Roberval—Lac-Saint-Jean ................. CPG 
REE EO Giger ec eR ee Mant Reta ack cle one M eet oa LaSalie=“Emardae, Ueland ee a NDP 
NE D MATRA 5 ACT TT re A CO FN Rivière-des-Mille-Îles .…................... NDP 
Es MAIRE Sia MOG Nb ar LL D ul A PR eh A Brossard Ta Prairie re sr NDP 
EN DE 82 1a an a da Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier................. NDP 
Or CHTISUNe. ec CPE PATRON AREA ER EE AL no Abitibi—Témiscamingue .................. NDP 
D Dan en enr Rae RIA i ba le Se RO RAA | J Chicoutimt eo ae En NDP 
Morin Isabelle. sis secre: D ne anna hana Notre-Dame-de-Grâce—Lachine .......... NDP 
SCT EE WY SO re nt AO tn UD a (EURE SCM A 1 Naurentides—Labellese, 2.6... ios et NDP 
CEC GG ETOP (0 FTG PES CAR En Oe ia PR RCA PS RIT RER eC Ea Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot ................... NDP 
LRU nM FE dE RE a EAU A LAC, PT A RN PER Le à EE ADUPISIC) 33:0: See REPARER Le nr BQ 
RS NOINAS ee RAM Me a CTL katy Me HONE Tee a COUETETMONE ie Re ee eee ae at ahs NDP 
ONPG SOU STS gs SA RIES POO or eR Ro ee URN 8 UO ale Oe Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher ............... NDP 
OE RAR PE M nd A Re Le T AN et Oe Vaudreuil Solange ne nn nt NDP 
DOTE MERE À 7 2 92 CU AR TR es ded ds os se IE ee Laval re CR Re Nd oe nes NDP 
SE SV I RR A en ER 0 |, AE RES Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel ............. Lib. 
BARU CMEC Kareena Ae nant ER TERRA ME Re FA Re à. Re MOUCD CC Ee RS PA TE hia Chea are NDP 
Paradis, Hon. Christian, Minister of Industry and Minister of State (Agriculture)... Mégantic—L'Érable........................ CPC 
OAT OGTR [os APs ad an UREA Le Aa 2 ER Am MeO RE AN LE VERS Jonquiere—-Almia niu eM se ued seals .. NDP 
LR MVE GAD ely GA RS RT ee er Re CER Ue er ARS Lax Pouitede-Iile 4/2 SRE 30 NDP 
EN EY BOTs EE Tate ee ar gl a LAN CS eg SEMI AV Meats ee es Be Montealin eyo emma ie RAS qe NDP 
Bema HIANCOIS oOo. slg ds sues un che! PAA AD Ce Aen STE Onn LER Pen A Leavalee Mcetiles pin AA Re ner re NDP 
SONO NNIION ENT OR PAR TND EPA REED CRM Re LR TER Bas-Richelieu—-Nicolet—Bécancour ..... BQ 
Quach, Anne Minh-Thu.............. Sly ates, hoy ten MeL ee AE a IR ay Beauharnois—Salaberry ................... NDP 
LE TEEN ETATS RAR AT PAPA CAO ORAN NAN NL |e TR ARE RE PONE ACI NN RENTRER Let NDP 
LEE TNT A RE (9 1 CRIS ON APR CR RL ee SE PL IU LEN A JOHOUS RAIN SUR Re TAU AUR LMR PA REC et NDP 
DORE CNN CSR DE a a i are AE EEE PAIE ASS MENT RS Compton—Stanstead....................... NDP 
ROMEO de Ne Une LA dar eee AE nn rates Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou. NDP 
ee ee A PP EANICIG > Gis ei ho et Pane FOR ONE ssi Rd eat tae by vila Aa aks NET RAGA LOUIS: tint saan NEA Lib. 
D BY TOTES 21 Bae cedar sh MURA BO LAC An PR I at Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert................ NDP 
OF TST ESS ECE MEI a aC ER STE SUI AN eT OE Ae RM RAE ED Saint-Maurice—Champlain................ NDP 
AA AE ER Gaya aU UT AU Sa CIS le BEBE PURO UD SEVER Gaspésie—Iles-de-la-Madeleine........... NDP 


SEAL TE AGIFES EN TET TSI RN Aen ape BE EO mnTn CRN tt! eR PT ER RS AU RAS Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 
CO NOT tire esi cares Re EN RE Pire NDP 
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Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
PE eich eat PTET oo os sia conan NS EE ER à ET Eden ot Papineau Co ER NE Lib. 
Mel, NIV Een RER Saad as ac See Hull—Aylmer ....... Re rege ter NDP 
SASKATCHEWAN (14) 
Anderson, David, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources and 

for the CanadianWheat Board iin, Cheeta ns. Ee ee tet 7 Cypress Hills—Grasslands ................ CRE 
RIO on Keg cise acs caves pane a RS PR PAT QU SE AS AR “ieee ahs Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar........... CPC 
BARNS ITN Aye be hepa gota id ges 35 cs oss be Maas Bg hae Sas oy pe Oke aI Mn Se Ree ce TOR EA Palisere ne pasha NE ER hana eae eee CRC 
BORA ES nas sce MR nd ent gd nas Een PR tas a are tan dees Vorkton==Meiville:. 2) EL ve wa LAS TERRE CRC 
ys CIMA ee ea a eis PAR FABLE cape ae MR PEE PRE AU EE Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River . CPC 
Prelate MOL RAID sc: Faune bras eine LR Sd de metas aia ape memes NAS CAR EINEM cosa hans cameaaietne ace Lib. 
DOPAGE Re toda cmt nals ER cata es vgs SR LE Prince ‘Altec ys Jae ee ee CPC 
Komarmickis Baik ek en. Coppa iclites ask nate WR eo ES PE ORAN A CAS Souris—Moose Mountain ................. CPE 
Lukiwski, Tom, Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Government in the 

HOUSE OL'COMTIONS RCA RS Re RU Ae 3 sss om heme MORE MES ie de ee ee Regina—Lumsden—Lake Centre......... CEE 
Ritz, Hon. Gerry, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and Minister for the 

Cafiatliah wy leat 2 LS 1 wae. wean ct Was Sete ee cass reese hols ne AA cene Battlefords—Lloydminster ................ CPC 
Scheer, Hon. Andrew, Speaker of the House of Commons ............................ Regina—Ouw Appeile on CPC 
{eh Og Fi 74 RE RO Oe ee SRE UE" SPAS OR I Prot KO eee RCPS RUDE PES CORAL Ny PPS AE Saskatoon—Humboldt..................... CEC 
ME UACOLL aL ATITICG Das err det ee ee eke Bh ee Wer ale ce tee QE Rte Saskatoon— Wanuskewin.................. CPC 
Yelich, Hon. Lynne, Minister of State (Western Economic Diversification) .......... PACKS AD ERA aa eee se ee CPC 


YUKON (1) 
ÉCOLE... nee ns SA ORAN. AO LE JR ARS MA RNA ETES AE NURKOD Soc. see red D Ue cng arene CRG 


19 


LIST OF STANDING AND SUB-COMMITTEES 
(As of September 23, 2011 — Ist Session, 41st Parliament) 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Chair: David Tilson Vice-Chairs: Kevin Lamoureux 
Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Don Davies Roxanne James Costas Menegakis Rathika Sitsabaiesan (12) 


Rick Dykstra 
Sadia Groguhé 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 

_ Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

_ Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 


Chungsen Leung 


Olivia Chow 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Jim Karygiannis 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 


Ted Opitz 


Associate Members 


Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


John Weston 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Justin Trudeau 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 


. Maurice Vellacott 


Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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FISHERIES AND OCEANS 


Chair: Rodney Weston Vice-Chairs: Fin Donnelly 
Lawrence MacAulay 
Mike Allen Rosane Doré Lefebvre Randy Kamp Robert Sopuck , (12) 
Ryan Cleary Bryan Hayes Ryan Leef Jonathan Tremblay 


Patricia Davidson 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Gerry Byrne 
Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 


Rodger Cuzner 
Joe Daniel 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
- Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Yvon Godin 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 
Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 


Associate Members 


Guy Lauzon 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 

Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 
Joyce Murray 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 


. Michelle Rempel 


Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Kevin Sorenson 
Peter Stoffer 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Philip Toone 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


Chair: 


Scott Armstrong 
Denis Blanchette 
Kelly Block 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Ray Boughen 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 


GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ESTIMATES 


Pat Martin 


Alexandre Boulerice 
Peter Braid 


Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 


Vice-Chairs: 


Ron Cannan 
Jacques Gourde 


Associate Members 


Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
John McKay 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 
Massimo Pacetti 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte: 
Brent Rathgeber 
Geoff Regan 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


John McCallum 
Mike Wallace 


Irene Mathyssen 
Bernard Trottier 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 

Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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HUMAN RESOURCES, SKILLS AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND THE STATUS OF PERSONS WITH 
DISABILITIES 
Vice-Chairs: 


Chair: Ed Komarnicki Rodger Cuzner 


Carol Hughes 


Brad Butt Kellie Leitch Phil McColeman Manon Perreault (12) 
Jean Crowder Colin Mayes Claude Patry Devinder Shory 
Joe Daniel 
Associate Members 
Eve Adams Patricia Davidson Mike Lake Gary Schellenberger 
Mark Adler Bob Dechert Guy Lauzon Kyle Seeback 
Dan Albas Dean Del Mastro Ryan Leef Judy Sgro 


Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 


Earl Dreeshen 
Matthew Dubé 
Rick Dykstra 
Mark Eyking 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Mylène Freeman 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Alain Giguère 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 


Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 


Ben Lobb 


Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Wayne Marston 
Irene Mathyssen 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 


Bev Shipley 

Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Rathika Sitsabaiesan 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

Mike Sullivan 
David Sweet 

David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 


Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe Peter Goldring Larry Miller Brad Trost 
Kelly Block Jacques Gourde Rob Moore Bernard Trottier 
Ray Boughen Nina Grewal Marie-Claude Morin Justin Trudeau 
Peter Braid Richard Harris Rick Norlock Susan Truppe 


Garry Breitkreuz 


Laurie Hawn 


Tilly O'Neill Gordon 


Merv Tweed 


Gordon Brown Bryan Hayes Deepak Obhrai Dave Van Kesteren 
Lois Brown Russ Hiebert Ted Opitz Mike Wallace 
Patrick Brown Jim Hillyer LaVar Payne Mark Warawa 


Rod Bruinooge 
Paul Calandra 


Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 


Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston — 


Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 


Blaine Calkins Ed Holder James Rajotte John Weston 

Ron Cannan Roxanne James Brent Rathgeber Rodney Weston 
John Carmichael Brian Jean Scott Reid David Wilks 

Colin Carrie Peter Julian Michelle Rempel John Williamson 
Andrew Cash Randy Kamp Blake Richards Stephen Woodworth 
Corneliu Chisu Gerald Keddy Lee Richardson Terence Young 
Michael Chong Greg Kerr Greg Rickford Wai Young 


Rob Clarke 
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Daryl Kramp 


Andrew Saxton 


Bob Zimmer 
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JUSTICE AND HUMAN RIGHTS 


Chair: Dave MacKenzie Vice-Chairs: Joe Comartin 
Irwin Cotler 
Charmaine Borg Pierre Jacob Brent Rathgeber Kennedy Stewart (12) 


Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Robert Goguen 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Françoise Boivin 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Sean Casey 
Corneliu Chisu 


Brian Jean 


Michael Chong _ 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Stéphane Dion 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Ted Hsu 
Roxanne James 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 


Kyle Seeback 


Associate Members 


Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Dominic LeBlanc 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Colin Mayes 

Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


Stephen Woodworth 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Philip Toone 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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Chair: 


Robert Aubin 
Royal Galipeau 
Jacques Gourde 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Françoise Boivin 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Rob Clarke 


Michael Chong 


Dan Harris 
Guy Lauzon 


Denis Coderre 
Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 


Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 


Mylène Freeman 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 


Candice Hoeppner 


Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 


OFFICIAL LANGUAGES 


Vice-Chairs: 


Costas Menegakis 
Elaine Michaud 


Associate Members 


Mike Lake 
Dominic LeBlanc 
Ryan Leef 

Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 

Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Mathieu Ravignat 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


Mauril Bélanger 
Yvon Godin 


Bernard Trottier (12) 
John Weston 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 
Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 

Susan Truppe 
Nycole Turmel 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


25 


PROCEDURE AND HOUSE AFFAIRS 


Chair: Joe Preston Vice-Chairs: Joe Comartin 


Marc Garneau 
Harold Albrecht 


Alexandrine Latendresse Dave MacKenzie 


Chris Charlton 
Greg Kerr 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
. Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
David Christopherson 
Rob Clarke 


Tom Lukiwski 


Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Stéphane Dion 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Judy Foote 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Ed Komarnicki 


Scott Reid 


Associate Members 


Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Kevin Lamoureux 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 

Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

James Lunney 
Colin Mayes 

Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Rob Moore 
Thomas Mulcair 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 
Massimo Pacetti 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


Philip Toone (£2) 
John Williamson 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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Chair: David Christopherson 


Jay Aspin 
Joyce Bateman 
Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Alexandre Boulerice 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 


I ————————————— 


Guy Caron 
Earl Dreeshen 


Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 


. Bob Dechert 


Dean Del Mastro 
Rick Dykstra 


Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 


Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Mike Lake 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 


PUBLIC ACCOUNTS 


Vice-Chairs: 


Matthew Dubé 
Bryan Hayes 


Associate Members 


Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Pat Martin 

Colin Mayes 
John McCallum 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore . 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 
Massimo Pacetti 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 


Gerry Byrne 
Daryl Kramp 


Andrew Saxton (12) 


Bev Shipley 


Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


Chair: 


Jay Aspin 
Sylvain Chicoine 


Candice Hoeppner 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
‘Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 
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PUBLIC SAFETY AND NATIONAL SECURITY 


Kevin Sorenson . 


Ryan Leef 
Marie-Claude Morin 


Joe Comartin 
Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Don Davies 

Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Wayne Easter 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 


Vice-Chairs: 


Rick Norlock 
Brent Rathgeber 


Associate Members 


Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Brian Masse 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


Randall Garrison 
Francis Scarpaleggia 


Jasbir Sandhu (12) 
Wai Young 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 
Robert Sopuck 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Frank Valeriote 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Bob Zimmer 


ES aii’ 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS 


Chair: 


Wayne Marston 


Vice-Chair: 


(1) 
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Chair: 


Eve Adams 
Rob Anders 
Joe Daniel 


Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Tarik Brahmi 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 
Patricia Davidson 


eee eee 


Greg Kerr 


Réjean Genest 
Wladyslaw Lizon 


Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Kirsty Duncan 
Rick Dykstra 


Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 


Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Randall Garrison 
Alain Giguère 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 


VETERANS AFFAIRS 


Vice-Chairs: 


Ben Lobb 
Irene Mathyssen 


Associate Members 


Kevin Lamoureux 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Wayne Marston 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Elaine Michaud 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


Sean Casey 
Peter Stoffer 


Annick Papillon (2) 
Brian Storseth 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Judy Sgro 

Bev Shipley 

Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 


‘Mark Strahl 


David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young. 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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STANDING JOINT COMMITTEES 


LIBRARY OF PARLIAMENT 


Joint Chair: Joint Vice-Chair: 


Representing the Senate: Representing the House of Commons: 


Salma Ataullahjan 


Sharon Carstairs 
Nicole Eaton 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Mauril Bélanger 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Michael Chong 


The Honourable Senators 


Vivienne Poy 
Michel Rivard 


Rob Clarke 

‘ Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Ted Hsu 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 
Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 


Carolyn Bennett 
Rod Bruinooge 
Corneliu Chisu 
François Choquette 
Royal Galipeau 
Jim Hillyer 


Associate Members 


Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Lee Richardson 


Carol Hughes (17) 
José Nunez-Melo 

François Pilon 

Blake Richards 

Terence Young 

Bob Zimmer 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Wai Young 
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Panel of Chairs of Legislative Committees 


The Deputy Speaker and Chair of Committees of the Whole 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Monday, September 26, 2011 


The House met at 11 a.m. 


Prayers 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 


@ (1105) 
[English] 


LIBYA 


Hon. Peter MacKay (for the Leader of the Government in the 
House of Commons) moved: 


That, standing in solidarity with those seeking freedom in Libya, the House adopted 
Government motions on March 21 and June 14, 2011, authorizing all necessary 
measures, including the use of the Canadian Armed Forces and military assets in 
accordance with United Nations Security Council Resolution 1973; that given the 
current military situation and the success of National Transitional Council (NTC) and 
anti-Gaddafi forces to date, the House supports an extension of up to three months of 
the involvement of the Canadian Armed Forces operating with NATO in accordance 
with the legal mandate from the UNSC Resolution 1973; that the House continues to 
support Canada's engagement in all spheres in the rebuilding of a new Libya, 
including human rights, democratic development and the rule of law; that the House 
deplores the violence committed by the previous regime against the Libyan people, 
including the alleged use of rape as a weapon of war; that the House of Commons 
Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Development and the 
Standing Committee on National Defence shall remain seized of Canada's activities 
under UNSC Resolution 1973 and in the rebuilding of the new Libya; and that the 
House continues to offer its wholehearted and unconditional support to the brave 
men and women of the Canadian Armed Forces, who stand on guard for all of us, 
and continue to protect Libyan civilians from the risks still posed by the Gaddafi 
regime. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I begin by saying how proud I am to rise in 
Support of this comprehensive motion laid out before the House. 


I am especially proud of the tremendous role that our men and 
women in uniform have played over the past six months in 
protecting the Libyan people from the brutal dictatorship of Gadhafi 
and his henchmen. 


I am truly pleased and honoured to speak to the proud contribution 
that Canada has made writ large in creating a new Libya, one free of 
tyranny and dictatorship, which after four decades will finally reflect 
the needs and aspirations of the Libyan people. 


When the House first debated Canada's military mission in March, 
hon. members know I argued very clearly that we needed to act. At 
that time, Libyans were under attack by their government. They had 
joined a popular wave of uprisings across the Arab world to demand 


an end to dictatorship. Moammar Gadhafi's regime met these 
peaceful protests with violent brutality. 


The situation was dire and urgent. Misrata was besieged while 
Gaza was under threat of attack: Libyan civilians were touched by 
the violence of Gadhafi forces dropping bombs and shells 
everywhere indiscriminately. 


Through the bloodshed and violence it was clear that Gadhafi had 
lost all legitimacy. As Canadians, we worked with our allies in the 
international community to bring forward a peaceful solution. 


However, after all exhaustive diplomatic efforts had been made it 
was evident that action had to be taken to stop these massacres. The 
United Nations Security Council understood this reality and passed 
resolution 1973 on March 17. This resolution authorized all 
necessary action to protect civilians and civilian-populated areas in 
Libya. 


I am proud that Canada took a leading role in enforcing the UN 
mandate. I wish to commend all hon. members for their role in 
supporting the Libyan people. In supporting Canada's participation 
in NATO's Operation Unified Protector, we sent a clear sign of 
Canada's determination to support the Libyan people. 


Our international partners understand that Canada is a country that 
not only carries its weight but punches above it. Today is a new 
round. 


[Translation] 


Support for the motion before us today will enable us to extend 
the leadership that Canada has shown since the start of the conflict in 
Libya earlier this year. 


Canada has made an important contribution to the major changes 
in Libya. We have shown our allies that we are a reliable partner. We 
have shown the people of Libya that they can always count on 
Canada to do the right thing. 


Our work in Libya is not over. NATO has established three 
conditions for putting an end to its military operations in Libya: all 
attacks against civilians must have ended; there must be a verifiable 
withdrawal of the regime's military and paramilitary forces; and there 
must be full, safe access to humanitarian assistance for all the people 
of Libya who need it. 
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Although most Libyans have a kind of freedom they have not 
experienced in four decades, parts of Libya still remain in Gadhafi's 
iron grip. Gadhafi's ability to attack civilians has been reduced, but it 
has not been eliminated. The regime's remaining forces are fighting 
without much regard for the, well-being of the people of Libya. There 
is better access to basic services, but some areas still have very acute 
needs. 


[English] 


In support of the UN Security Council resolution 2009 taken 
September 16, NATO on September 21 acknowledged that its 
mandate to protect civilians remains in force and extended its 
mission by up to three months . 


As we know, Canada was in it from the very beginning and should 
remain there until the job is done. It has never shirked a 
responsibility and certainly cannot do so now. Through Canadian 
leadership and the military mission of the Canadian Forces, we have 
been at the leading edge of the Canadian effort in Libya. Working 
with our allies, we have been instrumental in preventing attacks 
against civilians. We have persevered. We have helped save lives of 
those who were at imminent risk while Gadhafi was at the helm. I 
am proud to say that the men and women of the Canadian Forces 
have been instrumental in the mission's success thus far. 


Our air force has conducted approximately 9% of all NATO strike 
missions, provided vital aerial surveillance and carried out crucial 
refuelling missions. At sea, the HMCS Charlottetown and the 
HMCS Vancouver have enforced the UN mandate by carrying out 
important maritime patrols and enabling the delivery of humanitarian 
assistance. 


I also salute the leadership of Lieutenant-General Charles 
Bouchard as commander of NATO's Operation Unified Protector. I 
call on all hon. members to join me in applauding his efforts for the 
achievements he has overseen not only on behalf of our country but 
on behalf of all NATO participants in this mission. 


@ (1110) 


[Translation] 


On June 14, the Minister of Foreign Affairs spoke here and 
promised that Canada would implement an enhanced diplomatic 
engagement strategy for success in Libya. 


I am pleased to announce that our government has kept its 
promise. On that day, Canada recognized the National Transitional 
Council as the legitimate representative of the Libyan people. Less 
than two weeks later, the Minister of Foreign Affairs went to 
Benghazi and met the rebel leaders. He also delivered 355 trauma 
kits to help with pressing medical needs. He discussed Canada's deep 
concern about the use of rape as a weapon of war with the National 
Transitional Council and with civil society representatives. 


The Libyans he met in Benghazi shared their horror at these 
heinous crimes and said that, because of cultural sensitivities, the full 
extent of the crimes is not really known. Victims are hesitant to 
receive treatment or support. Canada's determination to help them is 
clear. 
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[English] 


It has become clear that the council is legitimate. It represents the 
Libyan people until there is a full democratic process in place. It has 
a genuine commitment to rebuilding Libya by establishing for its 
people a government that is based on the rule of law. That is 
expressed in its vision of a democratic Libya, its road map and the 
more recent announcement of a constitutional declaration. 


These principles must now be put into action. The international 
community has a mandate to protect civilians in Libya and to support 
reforms. However, it is the responsibility of the Libyan people to 
take the reins and guide their country into the future. 


That means rebuilding. Of course that means leveraging Libya's 
immense natural wealth. It means establishing a civil society and 
democratic institutions. The road ahead will not be easy. However, 
as with previous conflicts and its previous efforts and missions 
around the world, Canada will be there to assist. 


During our debate here in June, members will recall it was unclear 
how events would unfold in Libya. The one-man rule had been the 
reality in that country for four decades. In fact, that was all that two 
generations of Libyans had ever known. How quickly that has 
changed. 


On August 21 Tripoli fell, as some members of the opposition 
were referring to stalemates and musing about Canada pulling out. 
Gadhafi and those closest to him fled, while those who remained are 
still on the run. 


Four days later on August 25, Canada accredited the new Libyan 
chargé d'affaires who was appointed by the NTC and is committed to 
addressing the NTC as Libya's legitimate government until elected 
representatives are in place. 


On September 1, the Prime Minister and the foreign affairs 
minister attended the Paris conference on Libya. They announced the 
lifting of sanctions imposed by Canada since the UN Security 
Council has released more of the frozen Canadian-held funds. 


Conditions in Tripoli are improving. Traffic jams are back, a sign 
that basic commodities like fuel are now available, and the people 
have the confidence to leave their homes. The flags of the new 
Libyan country are prominently displayed throughout the city. 
Children and adults alike are dressed in T-shirts and ball caps of red, 
black and green stripes. We now see a degree of civility returning, 
such as street cleaning and the neighbourhood distribution of water 
and food, when both were scarce. This obviously did not exist in the 
days running up to the fall of Gadhafi. 


The infrastructure is still largely intact outside of specific areas of 
fierce fighting such as Misrata. In Tripoli, the precision of NATO's 
strikes over the past month is evident. Some government buildings 
were damaged but little else. 
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As well, Libya enjoys oil wealth which of course will be of great 
assistance in its rebuilding. While there has been some damage to oil 
facilities, repairs are already under way. 


Despite these positive signs, there are still very real challenges on 
the horizon for Libya. Many of the demands for a better quality of 
life that preceded the conflict still remain. People want better 
schools, hospitals and job opportunities. 


After four decades of stagnation, the Libyan people are hungry for 
change. The challenge for Libya's new rulers will be to deliver while 
also maintaining cohesion among its desperate elements that shared 
in ridding the country of the Gadhafi regime. 


Security and stability require the control of many thousands of 
weapons now circulating in that country as well as the young men 
who carry them. It was Gadhafi's son Saif who promised to fight to 
the last man, woman and bullet. 


Today we see that is indeed what Gadhafi loyalists intend to do. 
Together we have watched the brutal tenacity of Gadhafi and his 
followers in their attempts to remain in power, first in Tripoli and 
now from strongholds in Bani Walid and Sirte, leading to the further 
senseless loss of lives. 


There are significant hurdles to overcome. Success is not an 
option. It is an imperative. Again, that is why Canada will be there. 


Libyans are asking for our support to continue to protect civilians 
as well as to provide technical assistance to help them build a 
country that for the first time represents freedom, democracy, human 
rights and the rule of law. 


Our role is no less important now than it was in March, two 
months ago or two weeks ago. To end our multi-pronged mission 
now would jeopardize everything we have accomplished in Libya 
this year as well as abandon our allies in their continuing efforts. 


@ (1115) 
The Prime Minister and the Minister of Foreign Affairs are at the 


United Nations together this week. They and other leaders from 
more than 80 countries met to address how to best assist Libya in 


implementing its plans for stabilizing and rebuilding the country. | 


These include the work of a special support mission that will 
coordinate support among donors, restore public security and 
promote rule of law, undertake political dialogue leading to national 
reconciliation, extending the authority of state institutions, protecting 
human rights and support for transitional justice and, of course, aid 
_ in the economic recovery, among other efforts. 


I am pleased to report that our government is leading a whole of 
government effort that will respond to a post-Gadhafi era with 
targeted assistance where Canada will add value. This will come in 
conjunction with other support, both domestic and international, and 
that is what is at stake here today. Canada stands ready to promote 
effective governance in institutions and expertise, a secure environ- 
ment founded on the rule of law, economic development, prosperity 
and respect for human rights, including women's rights and religious 
freedoms. In addition to support for Libya, Canada is also focusing 
on returning full services to Canadians in Libya, including support 
for Canadian companies. 
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Following an assessment mission done by the Departments of 
National Defence and Foreign Affairs, Canada has re-established its 
diplomatic presence in Libya. The embassy is currently operating out 
of a temporary location while repairs at the chancery are being 
completed. It will re-open at full operations as soon as the 
appropriate level of security is deemed to be in place. 


It is important in our discussion today to remember that Libya is 
not a poor country. It has immense petroleum wealth but it has 
simply been squandered or seconded by a dictator for several 
generations. The scourge of war has, of course, taken its toll on the 
country as well. Libya will need to refurbish its oil infrastructure and 
its export capacity. It will need to make basic repairs to roads, dams, 
water wells, electrical and power generation, and a host of other 
areas of critical infrastructure. These things will happen not only 
with international support but they will happen at the initiative of the 
Libyan people. 


@ (1120) 


[Translation] 


When the Minister of Foreign Affairs spoke here in June about the 
mission in Libya, he said, “Our strategy is clear.” 


And it has never been clearer. By applying steady and unrelenting 


military and diplomatic pressure on the Gadhafi regime, while also 


delivering humanitarian assistance, Canada, its NATO allies and 
other international partners have protected Libya's civilian popula- 
tion and created the conditions for a genuine political opening. 
Canadians know this. Canadians understand what needs to be done. 
Canadians know that our work is not finished. 


[English] 


As Minister of National Defence, I again reiterate how proud I am 
and how proud I believe Canadians are for our country's military 
contribution to this mission in Libya. We are fortunate to have such 
committed soldiers, sailors and air personnel who, three weeks ago, I 
had the privilege to meet with some of them when they returned to 
Halifax. I would describe this quite simply as a heroes' welcome on 
the wharf in Halifax. It was a moment that could be described as 
timeless as the men and women aboard the HMCS Charlottetown 
returned to the Port of Halifax and they were met by their families. 
They were met by other personnel, their colleagues, but they were 
met, interestingly, by a number of Libyan Canadians who were there 
to show their affection, support and appreciation for. what those men 
and women aboard the Charlottetown had done for them. They were 
unreserved in their thanks to those men and women as they debarked 
from the ship and told them how proud they were as Canadians, but 
as Canadians of Libyan descent. They had been talking to their 
families who were able to assure them that Canada was behind the 
people of Libya in this mission. 
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I will share very briefly something else that happened, which is 
quite common when ships return to port. A young mother was there 
with her child who was born while the father was at sea. This is a 
timeless scene when ships return to port and a sign of what sacrifice 
men and women in uniform make when they are away on deployed 
operations, not only the risk they undertake, but the personal 
sacrifice of time away from home and those important moments that 
they give up in order to protect our country. 


The sense of duty not only to Canada but to the Libyan people is 
evident throughout the rank and file of the Canadian Forces. We 
should be immensely proud of them and immensely proud of the 
contributions they make on our behalf. Our men .and women in 
uniform are playing a key leadership role in the enforcement of the 
international community's will through their significant contribution 
to the NATO mission. They are positioning Canada as an effective, 
dependable ally and partner, a reputation that we have enjoyed since 
our inception. However, most important, they are standing up for the 
people of Libya who are demanding change and getting support in 
that change and, In so doing, they are setting the stage for a peaceful 
future for Libyans and a transition that will occur under their watch. 


Just as it was right to do so in June, I believe it is right now that 
we extend the Canadian Forces’ mission for up to three months. It is 
the right thing to do now as well. I urge all hon. members to support 
this motion before the House. I look forward to the debate that will 
take place here today. I look forward to the information, the 
questions and the facts that we will put before the House and the 
country by virtue of this debate. Again, I thank all members present 
for participating in this important discussion. 


@ (1125) 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I will 
have an opportunity to make a speech shortly but I want to ask the 
minister whether he agrees that the situation today is far different 
from what was facing the United Nations on March 17 in the House? 
It passed the first resolution when Colonel Gadhafi was the regime in 
power in Libya and was actively threatening to effectively massacre 
civilians. We now have the opposition, the National Transitional 
Council, having taken Libya's seat at the United Nations. The regime 
no longer exists. Therefore, Canada's role can be entirely different 
from what it was in March of this year. 


Hon. Peter MacKay: Mr. Speaker, I agree with my hon. 
colleague that the conditions have improved. However, the work 
that is yet to be done remains. We need to be clear. Civilians are still 
being attacked by the Libyan regime as recently as this weekend. 
There is still capacity in place that permits Gadhafi to control a 
certain element. There is a certain following in the country who have 
access to weapons that can be used against civilians. 


‘It is for that reason that the new UN Security Council resolution is 
in place. It is consistent with the original goals of the UN Security 
Council, which is to protect civilians, to enable humanitarian aid and 
for all actions against civilians to cease and desist. 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the minister for his speech and I thank him and 
his staff publicly for the extensive and candid briefings within the 
limitations of open source material. Both Ambassador McCardell 
and General Vance have been very fulsome in their briefings to us, 
both privately and publicly. I thank the minister for his contribution 
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in arranging those briefings and keeping us all in the loop, so to 
speak. 


We want to not only thank the brave men and women of the armed 
forces, but also the brave men and women who are serving us in the 
diplomatic corps led, in this case, by Sandra McCardell, and those 
who are serving with the humanitarian relief as it gets into the 
country. 


I have a question for the minister with respect to the larger issue, 
which is going forward. This is a critical time for Libya. It is a rough 
neighbourhood, shall we say. There are countries there that have no 
democratic traditions whatsoever. We have put a lot of effort into 
ensuring that the National Transition Council has an opportunity to 
set up a stable formal government, possibly even a democratic form 
of government. There are cultural sensitivities there. 


I had the occasion to be in South Africa a couple of weeks ago. 
We certainly got an earful about neo-colonialism and triumphalism 
and, unfortunately, Prime Minister Cameron and President Sarkozy 
were on the front page of South African newspapers. 


I want to put to the hon. minister the core question of going 
forward. How do we ensure that the gains that have been secured by 
our people in the military, in the diplomatic corps and with the 
humanitarian relief are not squandered by inadvertent triumphalism, 
neo-colonialism and those sorts of things that can actually be 
counterproductive to what has, to date, been an absolutely first rate 
effort? 


Hon. Peter MacKay: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the question from 
the hon. member for Scarborough—Guildwood. I would very much, 
first, associate myself with the comments that he made about the 
officials, not only in their efforts to keep all members and Canadians 
informed about Canada's role in Libya, but the role of the diplomatic 
corps, the ongoing efforts of people on the ground in re-establishing 
our mission there are absolutely a key piece to the whole of 
government effort. 
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His question is a quintessential one as to how we continue to 
enable the Libyan people and ensure that these fragile gains, I would 
describe them, that have been made already are not lost, and that we 
continue to support what has always been the Canadian way, which 
is not to delve, in any way, into colonialism or triumphalism but to 
empower the people of Libya in ways that he alluded to, such as 
supporting the organic growth of democratic institutions, which I 
think are driven very much by the will and desire of people in Libya 
to achieve that decision-making power for themselves; to help them 
develop institutions, which are very much lacking at this point; to 
allow an economy to re-emerge from that country, because we know 
they have people, they have bureaucracy and they have government 
elements that they need to support. Therefore, working in concert, 
being a rational and reasonable voice at the table, for which we are 
very much admired, both at the United Nations, through NATO and 
through other institutions, and NGOs, I suspect as well, will play an 
important role in what we want to see and what we desire for change 
and for solid, unslippable institutions and a democratic process 
inside Libya. 

@ (1130) 

Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the minister for the incredible leadership that he 
shows to our Canadian Forces and, more than that, the compassion 
that he continually shows for the people who serve this great country 
of Canada. 


In terms of the minister's presentation with regard to what would 
happen if we were to prematurely to pull back at this time and not 
take on the extension, he talked a fair bit about some of the 
outcomes. I wonder what the message might be, not only to the 
Libyan people, who we have been able to help rebuild and protect, 
but also to our NATO partners. 


Hon. Peter MacKay: Mr. Speaker, I think the member for 
Lambton—Kent—Middlesex knows through his active participation 
in both the military committees and on behalf of his constituents that 
Canada is a very respected and founding member at NATO. More 
than that, we have been a reliable partner throughout Canada's 
history. That has been the case in this instance. Canada was a go-to 
nation. We stepped into the breach. We provided both the military 
and the diplomatic leadership on all fronts. We were among the first 
countries to indicate that level of support for the Libyan people on 
this mission. 


He is also right, as other members have alluded to, that there is 
much more work to do. Canada still has more of the load to shoulder, 
which we do so willingly with enthusiasm, with no expectation of 
anything in return except the success of the Libyan people and the 
peaceful, democratic emergence of a nation that has been held back 
for decades. That has always been the inspiration for our country. 
The desire of our people has been to share many of the things that we 
too often take for granted in Canada. We are a country that looks 
outward, that projects outward, that looks for areas in which we can 
provide assistance and improvement. That is what we are doing. 
That has always been our country's history. That is something of 
which Canadians can forever be proud. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to ask the hon. Minister of National Defence if he is at 
all troubled by the fact that the Libyan rebel commander has 
admitted previous ties to al-Qaeda. He has actually spoken 
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favourably of al-Qaeda members as being “good Muslims fighting 
against invaders”. Is the minister concerned about what looms as a 
genocide of black immigrant workers within Libya? 


Hon. Peter MacKay: Mr. Speaker, of course I am concerned 
about any and all of those indications of linkages outside the country 
to extremism and to continued stubborn efforts that are being made 
by those loyal to Gadhafi to continue the violence. In fact, just this 
weekend inside Libya, Gadhafi's daughter was broadcasting the 
following message, “Remain reassured, your great leader is doing 
well. He carries weapons and is fighting on the fronts”. This is a 
clear indication there is still the capacity to do harm, the capacity to 
bring violence to the people of Libya in many parts of the country. 


It reinforces and underscores the need for Canada to continue to 
play a leadership role, both on the military and diplomatic fronts, and 
to continue to try to root out all forms of violence, of intolerance, of 
assaults against human rights. This is why Canada is such an 
admired country in the world today. 


® (1135) 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this is an 
important debate for many reasons. It is the third debate on Canada's 
mission in Libya. We passed a resolution in this House on March 17, 
and a further one on June 14 extending that mission for three 
months. We now are faced with the government seeking to continue 
the military mission for a further three months. 


The reason this debate is so important is that it is really about the 
future of Canada's role internationally, to what extent it will see itself 
as a military power primarily, or whether it will continue the well- 
respected role it was known for in providing a very different type of 
image and action on the world stage. 


This is a brand-new approach to international action. The military 
intervention in Libya through resolution 1973 is in response to a 
very new doctrine, and some call it an emerging doctrine, of the 
responsibility to protect. It is a situation in which the normal rules of 
state sovereignty, alive since the 18th century, have been overridden 
by humanitarian goals, the obligation of other states to ensure that 
civilians are protected where a state is incapable, unwilling, or in this 
case, is a perpetrator of actions against its own civilians. 


In doing so, it is extremely important that the international 
community get this right. As a party, we approached this very 
gingerly from the beginning. We supported resolution 1973, and still 
have no regrets about our support for Canada's involvement as of 
March 17 in engaging in support of resolution 1973. 


It has not been without controversy. There have been criticisms 
along the way about the actions of NATO from time to time, but 
more so about the comments that have been made also from time to 
time by world leaders and by members of this House, including the 
Minister of National Defence and the Prime Minister, about what can 
only be called regime change as a goal of Canada's involvement in 
Libya. 
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There may be nuances in explanation of that and I am sure the 
Minister of National Defence will have a chance to do that, but it has 
never been our intention or desire to support an intervention based 
on the notion of regime change, for a very simple reason. It has 
nothing to do with our shared abhorrence of Colonel Gadhafi and his 
methods and willingness to do terrible things to his own citizens, 
including murder and mayhem. What it has to do with is the question 
of the possibility and precedent for Canada or other nations being 
engaged in other people's civil wars. 


We supported the resolution. It was extremely important that we 
did so. We supported the extension in June. At that time the regime 
of Colonel Gadhafi was still in power. The regime was continuing to 
carry out the activities that resolution 1973 was designed to counter. 


Canada has played a significant role, as the minister pointed out. 
We too share in thanking the men and women of our military and our 
diplomatic corps for their contribution to the protection of Libyan 
civilians from the risks posed by the Gadhafi regime. They have 
done what we have asked them to do. They have done it with honour 
and they have done it well. 


© (1140) 


The question now is as to what the situation is we are.dealing with 
today as compared to March 17 or June 14. 


We had a briefing last Monday from an official from the 
Department of National Defence, Major-General Jonathan Vance. 
We had a briefing from our Canadian Ambassador to Libya, Her 
Excellency Sandra McCardell. 


We very much appreciated the follow-through by the government 
on the resolution passed in the House, which was reiterated on June 
14, that the Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International 
Development and the Standing Committee on National Defence 
remain seized of Canada's activities under UNSC resolution 1973, 
and appreciates the government's full and continued co-operation on 
committee meetings and the sharing of information. 


That was an amendment inserted into the resolution that was 
adopted by the House as requested by the New Democratic Party. It 
was done to ensure that the House play a role as a civilian 
parliamentary oversight of the actions of the Canadian military 
abroad. That is a trend that ought to be continued and encouraged at 
all times when Canada is engaged in military action abroad. 


As others have noted, we did get full, frank, open briefings from 
our very professional diplomatic and military sources to keep us 
abreast of the state of play and the activities in Libya that required 
our knowledge and understanding in order for us to form our 
opinions. 


We have obviously been following the news all along, but as a 
result of the briefing last week it is pretty clear that we are in an 
entirely different set of circumstances now than we were in March or 
even in June. 


Ten days ago the National Transitional Council took Libya's seat 
in the United Nations. It was recognized as the official representative 
of the people of Libya in the United Nations, representing the state. 
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The former Gadhafi regime is in what Major-General Vance has 
called an eroding defensive position. It is eroding daily. It is not 
done. There are still two cities, Sirte and Bani Walid, where the 
forces of Colonel Gadhafi are holding out. They seem to have the 
ability to prevent incursions very easily by the National Transitional 
Council forces,.mostly through the use of snipers. 


As I said, and as Major-General Vance said, it is an eroding 
defensive position. The former Gadhafi regime is not in any state to 
carry out the kind of activities that caused resolution 1973 to be 
adopted by the United Nations back in March and our resolution 
here in the House following on with Canada's support. , 


Back in February, Colonel Gadhafi and his son, Saif, were talking 
about their views and promised that they would fight to the last man, 
woman and bullet, that they would not lose Libya. 


Her Excellency Sandra McCardell, in a briefing to the foreign 
affairs committee in July, referred to the initial promise in mid- 
March by Gadhafi when they were on the outskirts of Benghazi 
promising to purify Libya inch by inch, house by house, person by 
person, until the country was clean of the dirt and impurities, and this 
from a man who had already described his people as rats and dogs. 
That was what we were dealing with back in March and it is what we 
have been dealing with for the past six months. 
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Canada has played a very significant role in this. In fact, among 
the nations we have been the largest contributor after the United 
States, Great Britain and France. In our view, we have done more 
than our share on the military side. The question now is what role 
Canada should play in the future of Libya. 


We are in what is the end game of a civil war, but it is a civil war 
within Libya. The forces of the National Transitional Council are, as 
described by General Vance, weeks, not months or years, and it may 
only be days away, from an end to the civil war. Although it may be 
questioned as to what role NATO can play now in terms of the end 
game when we look at an eroding defensive position by the Gadhafi 
forces, it is clear that its role is much less and, in fact, lessening by 
the day, when it is understood that we are dealing with the end game 
of a civil war. 


We are not there to take sides in a civil war. We have grave 
concerns that this be done right and that in the future the 
responsibility to protect ought not to be used as a cover for regime 
change or other interventions. This is a very careful issue that I am 
sure will be debated by international legal experts for some time to 
come. However, I do not want to get into that too much as a 
justification for our position. 


Our position is that Canada has done more than its share militarily 
and should now refocus its efforts on the other aspects of rebuilding 
of Libya. We were very interested and concerned that, along with the 
United Nations resolution 1973, there be a Libyan-led solution to the 
political crisis as well to form a new government. Some doubts have 
been expressed, as we have heard here today, about what the 
National Transitional Council is, who is engaged and how well it 
will be able to form good governance in Libya. 
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A new resolution, resolution 2009, of the United Nations was 
passed only on September 16. It recognizes that it is taking note of 
the developments in Libya, welcoming the improved situation and 
looking forward to stability in Libya. It talks about the establishment 
of an inclusive representative transitional government and empha- 
sizes the need for a transitional period to be underpinned by a 
commitment to democracy, good governance, rule of law and respect 
for human rights. 


It goes on and on to talk about the necessity for change in Libya 
that supports a call for Libyans of all beliefs and background to 
refrain from reprisals, which is extremely important. It also notes that 
the Libyan Transitional National Council is concerned about this and 
that it calls for an avoidance of acts of reprisals, including against 
migrant workers. Apparently, some migrant workers are being 
targeted because they appear to be from southern Africa and are 
being attacked because they are suspected mercenaries. 


The United Nations Security Council has taken strong measures to 
set up the new mission in Libya, under the leadership of a special 
representative, for a three-month period to assist in restoring public 
security, order, promoting the rule of law and a whole series of issues 
under the UN mandate, as spelled out in article 12 of resolution 
2009. 
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We think this is where Canada ought to focus its efforts. As I said 
earlier, Canada has made a significant contribution to the mission in 
Libya, a contribution which far exceeds our place in the world in 
terms of our size, our military, our population and our financial 
wherewithal, frankly. We have made more than a significant 
contribution. 


As other nations have done, such as Norway, we are in a position 
to change our focus and our role. We, as New Democrats, do not 
support a continued military role in Libya. Rather we believe we 
should refocus our efforts to that of assisting in the efforts to rebuild 
Libya and support the use of all the Canadian efforts that will help us 
do that. 


I have a motion, which I will move shortly, incorporating that, but 
the thrust of the motion is to refocus our efforts in the areas of 
assisting in the development of governance, in the development and 
the rule of law and in humanitarian aid and spending some of 
resources on that rather than on continuing in the military role. 


We appreciate and thank our soldiers and our diplomats for their. 


efforts to date. We think the Government of Canada should be using 
its good offices, its talented people, our NGOs and others who have 
a great interest in supporting this effort and in participating in the 
assistance in rebuilding Libya and in a larger civilian commitment to 
the post-conflict transition that is to take place in Libya, hopefully 
with greater assistance from our country than we have been able to 
provide to date. With the new government in Libya and improved 
access to Libya, we now think it is time for us to engage in the post- 
conflict phase. 


Therefore, I wish to move the following: 


That the motion be amended by: 


(a) substituting the words “an extension of up to three months of the involvement 
of the Canadian Armed Forces operating with NATO in accordance with the legal 
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mandate from the UNSC Resolution 1973; that the House continues to support” 
with the words “focusing our efforts on’; 


(b) substituting the words “continue to protect Libyan civilians from the risks still 
posed by the Gaddafi regime” with the words “thank them for their contribution to 
the protection of Libyan civilians from the risks posed by the Gaddafi regime”. 


The motion would now read: 


That, in standing in solidarity with those seeking freedom in Libya, the House 
adopted government motions on March 21 and June 14, 2011 authorizing all 
necessary measures, including the use of Canadian Armed Forces and military assets 
in accordance with United Nations Security Council Resolution 1973; that given the 
current military situation and the success of National Transitional Council (NTC) and 
anti-Gaddafi forces to date, the House supports focusing our efforts on Canada's 
engagement in all spheres in the rebuilding of a new Libya, including human rights, 
democratic development and the rule of law; that the House deplores the violence 
committed by the previous regime against the Libyan people, including the alleged 
use of rape as a weapon of war; that the House of Commons Standing Committee on 
Foreign Affairs and International Development and the Standing Committee on 
National Defence shall remain seized of Canada's activities under UNSC Resolution 
1973 and in-the rebuilding of the new Libya; and that the House continues to offer its 
wholehearted and unconditional support to the brave men and women of the 
Canadian Armed Forces, who stand on guard for all of us, and thank them for their 
contribution to the protection of Libyan civilians from the risks posed by the Gaddafi 
regime. 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): I have been advised 
that the amendment is in order. 


Questions and comments, the hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of National Defence. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member for St. John's 
East, in calling for an end to the mission of Canada's armed forces, 
has referred a post-conflict phase, a phase during which the conflict 
would be over. At the same time, he has referred to the very serious 
fighting still under way in Bani Walid and in Sirte and the serious 
dangers posed to the civilian population there, where Gadhafi and 
his forces continue to enunciate the most violent objectives against 
their own population. We have been told by Ambassador McCardell 
that up to 15% of the population of Libya may reside in that area. 


Could the hon. member inform the House what the consequences 
would be if Canada, our NATO allies and our non-NATO allies 


: followed his advice at this point? What would the consequences be 


for the civilians of Bani Walid, Sirte and the area in south central 
Libya that are still under imminent threat? 


Mr. Jack Harris: Mr. Speaker, events are moving very fast in 
Libya. As the parliamentary secretary knows, the most recent reports 
refer to 400 or 500 cars per day of civilians fleeing that area. I have 
seen pictures on BBC News of shelling of Sirte by the forces of the 
NTC. I am not sure how accurate those are. No doubt civilians are 
going to flee the areas. There is no question that civilians are in 
danger as long as the civil war continues. The danger, however, is 
rather limited to the activity that can be perpetrated if the Gadhafi 
forces are not in a position to attack anyone. We are not playing a 
role in the civil war. 


I am not talking so much about the fact that that resolution 1973 
continues. I am talking about Canada's involvement and what 
Canada should be doing, whether we should be continuing our 
efforts or refocusing them on what we think Canada is good at doing. 
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I am not saying we are not good at doing military work. We have 
done more than our share, more than every country in the world with 
the exception of the once superpowers of France, United States and 
Great Britain. The question is what is Canada's role? Canada has a 
lot more to offer than what it has done so far and we think the focus 
should change to that. 
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Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I thought the hon. member's speech was correct in that 
he attempted to frame the debate in terms of the overall concept of 
the responsibility to protect. I think he was absolutely accurate about 
that and correct to warn us about the mission creep into regime 
change and various other things. 


However, I think the hon. member is not correct when he does not 
take the advice of what I thought were fairly candid and open 
conversations with our officials, particularly General Vance and 
Ambassador McCardell. 


I wonder whether the hon. member is concerned that if force is 
prematurely withdrawn, it will be what he fears the most, which is a 
supervision of a low- or possibly higher-grade civil war among the 
various factions, and that if we do support this motion and there is 
force still to be played out that, there may actually be a reduction in 
the violence and a real possibility that institutional and governmental 
structures might be instituted. 


Mr. Jack Harris: Mr. Speaker, what we heard from our officials 
and the general was that what was left of Gadhafi's forces was an 
eroding defensive position and that there was still some potential. 


I think the question is really whether it is the role of Canada to 
participate in the civil war to the extent of ensuring that one side 
wins. That is really the danger that we are saying exists. 


If Colonel Gadhafi's forces are no longer in a position to act in an 
aggressive manner and to carry out whatever threats they may have 
made in the past, the military threats, as General Vance said, are 
smatl. There are some, but they are small. As to the fact that there is 
a potential, anyone with a gun has the potential to do harm, but that 
is not what we are dealing with here. We are dealing with the 
question of what Canada should do now, over the next three months. 
Should it carry on this mission as a military one or should it focus its 
attention on what we have suggested here? 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan (Scarborough—Rouge River, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, my question for my hon. colleague is that the Standing 
Committee on National Defence and the Standing Committee on 
Foreign Affairs have been seized with the situation on Libya as per 
the motion that was passed in this House on June 14. 


As a member of the defence committee, I ask my colleague this 
question: at the briefings he has had, what has he learned or heard 
from military and diplomatic officials about the change in the 
capacity of Gadhafi's forces since June? 


Mr. Jack Harris: Mr. Speaker, I want to reiterate the praise that I 
extended to the officials for their full briefings. We have had ‘frank 
discussions about what exactly their role is. 


Were we engaged, for example, in providing close air cover to the 
anti-Gadhafi forces in Libya? That was an important question 
because of the accusation being made that NATO was simply air 
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power for the Gadhafi forces. It was very important for General 
Vance to make it clear that what Canada and the other nations in 
NATO were doing was not that, but that our actions were in response 
to perceived and seen attacks against civilians, such as the use of 
ammunition dumps, for example, which have been used for attacks 
against civilians, and in response to the attacks on control and 
command centres. We were assured continually that the job was 
based on a legal analysis of what was appropriate and proper based 
on legitimate targets. 


However, we also did learn that there had been significant 
changes. I have heard the figure that as of last Monday Gadhafi was 
left with a couple of hundred thousand people in the areas that are 
potentially under control and that he is in an eroding defensive 
position that is likely to be a tactical loss within a couple of weeks. 
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Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I listened carefully to my hon. 
colleague's speech. 


I recall that the NDP made similar comments in early August 
when the foreign affairs committee and the defence committee met 
to examine these issues. At that time the NDP was pretty clear that in 
their opinion there was a military stalemate in Libya, that there was 
going to be no military solution in Libya, and that it was pretty much 
time for NATO troops, including the Canadian Forces, to withdraw 
from that conflict and to withdraw from protecting civilians. 


I am confused, given that two weeks after those briefings, in fact 
Tripoli did fall. I am confused that since the NDP members had 
come to the conclusion at that time that there was going to be no 
military solution, how can they now be clear now, as the hon. 
member says, that Libya is in the end game and that the Gadhafi 
forces do not have the wherewithal to continue their violent actions 
against the civilian people in Libya? 


Mr. Jack Harris: Mr. Speaker, we certainly did not say that there 
was no military solution in Libya. It is a civil war, and obviously that 
is a military engagement. What we said was that the NDP believed 
that the mission could probably end at the end of September unless 
there was some significant change. The change we have seen, in fact 
within 10 days of that committee meeting on August 12, is that 
Tripoli fell, and we now no longer have a Gadhafi regime at all. 


Major-General Vance said at that time that the situation was 
dynamic. He has since said that there is no strategic advantage to 
Colonel Gadhafi, that this is a tactical effort and that it is a matter of 
weeks, not months, before the Gadhafi forces are overrun, so we are 
in a situation very different from what it was earlier. It would take 
something really dramatic to have us continue to support another 
three-month extension at this time, based on our understanding that 
the crisis that brought us to this, starting in March, was that we were 
dealing with an emergency situation for a period of up to six months 
and that after that it would be something entirely different. 


The something entirely different right now is the post-conflict 
activity that we think Canada should be focused. on and engaged in. 
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Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have had 
the opportunity to speak to all of the resolutions in the House on 
Libya and I am glad to be able to participate in the debate today. 


I will be indicating to the House our support for Canada's staying 
the course with the United Nations, to our staying the course with 
our NATO allies, and to our staying the course with our friends in the 
Libya community both in Canada and in Libya. I will be asserting 
very strongly the need for Canada to in fact expand its engagement 
with civil society in Libya and with the broader issues of governance 
and reform, not only in Libya but in North Africa. 


iv ranslation] 


We do not agree with our NDP colleagues' position that it is time 
to withdraw our support for the UN- and NATO-led efforts and stop 
protecting civilians in Libya through international action. 


I find the NDP position described by the hon. member for St. 
John's East completely inconsistent. First of all, one cannot agree 
with the NATO and United Nations position but also say that once 
‘the Gadhafi regime is defeated and the people are no longer being 
oppressed, that is when Canada should withdraw. It makes no sense. 


I understand where my NDP colleagues' reasoning comes from, 
but their position is completely inconsistent. It is as though we had to 
choose between two UN resolutions—resolution 1973 and resolution 
2009—and the NDP has chosen the one that deals with the civilian 
situation in Libya and is ignoring the resolution that deals with the 
military situation. It makes no sense. 


@ (1210) 
[English] 


We have to be consistent. I must say I am very disappointed in the 
comments from my colleague from Newfoundland. He says we do 
not want to take sides in a civil war. The implication is that he is 
indifferent as to whether the regime of Colonel Gadhafi stays or not. 
I cannot believe that is the position of the official opposition of 
Canada. 


We on this side are not indifferent with respect to what happens in 
Libya. We want there to be the emergence of a civil society and of a 
civil government that represents the broad interests of the people of 
Libya. That is the position of the Liberal Party of Canada, and that 
should be the position of the House of Commons as well. 


There is the notion that somehow it is too delicate to say, and I 
heard the member from Newfoundland say it, “We don't want to take 
sides”. Why did the United Nations pass resolution 1973? It passed 
resolution 1973 because there was a government in Libya that was 
about to attack its own citizens and its own people. That is why it 
went in. 


Now the question becomes, what has changed? Well, things have 
moved beyond where they were. It is true that the regime is 
apparently on its last legs. We know that its members are hiding in 
two cities. 


However, I have to say I am not going to substitute my judgment 
for that of the United Nations or that of the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, who has asked Canada to continue in this role. I am 
not going to substitute my judgment for those or for those our allies 
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our in NATO, who say it is important for us to continue with this 
mission under the umbrella of the United Nations. I am not about to 
substitute my mission and say that I have been reading the 
newspapers over the last couple of days and that I know better 
what is going on in Libya and that I know the right moment for 
Canada to withdraw. It is a fundamentally absurd proposition. 


Because of the internal workings of the New Democratic Party, its 
members say that it has to be the party of peace. We are all the party 
of peace, but being a party of peace does not mean that we have to be 
a party of appeasement or a party of indifference. We in the Liberal 
Party are not a party of indifference and we are certainly not a party 
of appeasement. 


The lesson of collective security, which we learned as a planet 
throughout the middle of the 20th century, has now been furthered 
by our obligation to be concerned about what happens inside a state. 


The great revolution in international law that my colleague, the 
member for Mount Royal, has had so much to do with and has had 
so much to say about is the revolution that says what happens inside 
states is every bit as important to us and our obligation as citizens as 
what happens between states. That is the simple message of the 
responsibility to protect. 


I know that the government opposite is reluctant to talk about the 
responsibility to protect and that we want to put this language into 
the resolution, but it is very important for the House to understand 
that the reason the United Nations took the unusual step of asking for 
a military intervention in Libya was precisely to protect the civilian 
population and that there was no other way in which that could be 
done. 


Gadhafi had threatened very clearly that he was going to go house 
by house to cleanse his country of dirt, which is language 
reminiscent of Nazi Germany. Rreducing people to microbes very 
quickly establishes what the real objective is, and they are now 
discovering mass graves in which hundreds and hundreds of people 
are buried. 


I cannot believe my ears when I hear the New Democratic Party 
spokesman say we cannot take sides in this dispute in Libya. It is a 
truly preposterous statement. Those NDP members do not have the 
courage of their humanitarianism to understand what it takes to 
ensure that the humanitarian goals are accomplished. 


The New Democratic Party says we have to change course. 


No, we do not have to change course. We have to add to the 
course. We have to continue to do what we are doing with respect to 
our obligations under our treaty obligations with NATO and with 
respect to the work we have undertaken with the United Nations. 


At the same time, it is important for us to ask whether the civilian 
work has to be added to. Of course, it does. Does the work that we 
are doing on the humanitarian side have to be added to? Of course it 
does. Does there need to be a more robust strategy with respect to 
civil governance in Libya? Of course there does. Does there need to 
be a democratic strategy with respect to what is taking place in North 
Africa? Of course there does. 


Do we think, inside the Liberal Party, that the Conservatives have 
done enough in that area? Not at all. 
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[Translation] 


Lastly, there is the risk that all the non-governmental organizations 
that have been doing crucial work in this area for decades will 
collapse because of a lack of funding from the Conservative 
government. 


There is no consistent program, either within CIDA or at the heart 
of government, to help ensure good governance when it comes to 
foreign affairs. That is a real problem. We recognize that and want to 
point it out. There are all kinds of organizations across the country 
that have worked hard to support good governance in this transition 
to democracy, which we want to see around the globe. However, 
while the Conservative government likes to talk about human rights, 
it does not seem to want to move things forward. 

[English] 


As Liberals, we find ourselves in the situation where we do not 
see a government which is willing to live up to its words about good 
governance and its words about human rights, and it is not following 
that strategy effectively in terms of giving the assistance to the non- 
governmental organizations which have been the lifeblood of this 
movement in Canada over the last 30 years. 


I can give any minister first-hand knowledge to say that they are 
not living up here and not living up there. The Europeans have now 
developed a robust program with respect to assisting democracies. 
The Americans have a robust program with respect to supporting 
democracy, good governance and a new way of life. 


However, the government of Canada is retreating from those 
policies. It is moving away from those policies and not sustaining 
those organizations and institutions. It is talking the game, but it is 
not playing the game. It seems to me that it is time as Canadians we 
learn to do something very simple: walk and chew gum at the same 
time. 


We believe very strongly that it is important for Canada to have a 
coherent and credible policy. What is being proposed by the official 
opposition has no particular credibility. To suggest that we were 
there at the beginning but we are going to leave before it is over is 
just ridiculous. We did not pull back from other situations until the 
victory was assured. That, it seems to me, is critical. We go in with 
the United Nations and NATO, and that is when we come out. That 
is how we do things. That is what builds the credibility of this 
country. 


On the other side, what builds the credibility of this country is for 
our foreign policy to reflect more than just a military policy. Our 
foreign policy cannot just be a question of which military 
interventions we want to support and that be the end of the subject. 
It has to be engaged much more profoundly on a whole set of levels 
with Libyan society, with the changes that are underway in north 
Africa, with the changes that are underway around the world. 


We are not going to be able to sustain that credibility unless we are 
in a very clear position to do both things. We do not have to choose 
between resolution 1973 and resolution 2009 of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations. We can actually do both. We can 
say that we are there to see this conflict through and the emergence 
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of a government that speaks for the people of Libya. We are also 
there to assist in the achievement of better governance in the country 
itself. 


There are serious issues. My colleagues have mentioned that there 
are serious issues: what kind of a transition it would be; what 
assurances we would have that there would be no reprisals; the 
situation affecting migrant workers; as well as the situation of human 
rights, the promotion of human rights and the equality between 
women and men, which is such a critical feature of our own lives 
here in Canada. 


We cannot walk away from these issues. We cannot say that we 
are interested in doing business in Libya, but we are not interested in 
the human rights situation or democracy in Libya. We have to 
develop a foreign policy that is robust enough and intelligent enough 
to do both things in harmony. My colleague, the parliamentary 
secretary, says that we do. 


I can tell my good friend that it just is not the case that Canada has 
maintained its credibility with respect to all the other things that go 
into making good governance. CIDA has downgraded it and is not 
doing it the way it used to do it before. CIDA is not involved in the 
governance field the way it used to be before and it is not supporting 
these changes. The Department of Justice is not supporting these 
changes. The budget for it in the Department of Foreign Affairs is 
under constant threat and the member should know that. He should 
understand the budgets for which he holds some responsibility. That 
is something that has to continue to be emphasized. We say very 
clearly that the government is not broadening the base of the mission 
sufficiently in Libya. 


We want that mission to be broadened in its civilian, 
humanitarian, legal, and human rights orientation. We know that 
needs to happen and we want it to happen. We would not use the 
excuse of having a different perspective with respect to how it needs 
to be broadened, or invent some reason now as to why, a few weeks 
away from the culmination, we hope, that Canada would say it is 
sorry but it does not really want to be engaged, or in the words of the 
member from Newfoundland, “We've done more than our share”. 
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Is this really the vision of Canada the government is proposing? 
This is not a little matter of accounting: we put in a few more bucks 
than somebody else. It is this small mindedness, frankly, of what we 
are seeing here that takes away from what needs to be a big, 
generous and, may I say it, Liberal vision of a foreign policy for this 
country. 


Yes, it needs to be robust enough that we can deal with crises and 
have the courage of our humanitarian principles to say we will 
intervene, even militarily, if that is what it takes to stop tyranny from 
having its impact on its own citizens. We are not afraid to say that. 


We also know that military solutions alone are not enough, that 
what comes after the change of government is every bit as important, 
and that requires an equally robust commitment to aid, assistance, 
advice, and presence. But I can tell members opposite, the Europeans 
are doing it, the Americans are doing it, and Canada used to do it 
under a Liberal government. It is time that it did it for the future of 
Canada and indeed, for the future of the region. 


| 
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Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, normally I would not have 
intervened because I was really enjoying the speech by the leader of 
the Liberal Party when he rightly pointed out the fallacy of the NDP 
position on this motion, which I think he very rightly put forward, 
and I probably agree with that. 


However, I challenge him when he says that there is no robust 
foreign policy from the government. That is not true. The 
government has been engaged very strongly on the foreign affairs 
issue. 


It was this government that went to Libya and look at the result 
today. We are almost at the stage of victory. 


This government was in Haiti. This government was where it was 
needed to be and it has a very strong foreign policy on the 
international stage. 


This week the Minister of Foreign Affairs will be at the United 
Nations, and so will I, but let me remind the leader of the Liberal 
Party about the four fundamental principles of this government's 
foreign policy and he can tell me what is wrong with them: freedom, 
promotion of democracy, human rights, and the rule of law. That is 
what this government's foreign policy is about. 
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Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, those are good words, but the 
problem is that the Conservatives have starved every other institution 
in the country that is interested in sustaining those very objectives. It 
has cut them off. 


I can see the member for Ajax—Pickering shaking his head all the 
way over here. He shakes his head, but that is the reality. The 
underlying reality is that the organizations that are sustaining that 
and doing it are being underfunded. The fact is that CIDA, which 
used to have a mandate to do those things, no longer has a mandate 
to do those things. 


The fact of the matter is that budgets in Foreign Affairs to do those 
things simply are not there or are being taken away. 


If the member opposite is really interested in these objectives, he 
has to understand that we do not have the robust institutions that are 
required to carry out the policies which are not just the policies of the 
Conservative government but the policies of the people of Canada. 


It is the people of Canada who support human rights. It is the 
people of Canada who support good governance. What we do not 
have is a government that is committed to actually doing it on the 
ground. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I do want 
to respond to the speech by the member from Ontario. 


The member from Ontario made a big speech attacking the New 
Democratic Party. The member claims a reputation for understanding 
international affairs and the nuances of such, and he knows the 
difference between intervening in a civil war and acting in response 
to the responsibility to protect. So, to be petty and political in a 
situation like this and attack another party, not for the agenda but for 
the sake of partisan politics is unworthy of him as a member from 
Ontario. 
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He was the one who, by the way, wanted to intervene in Libya 
before the United Nations was even involved. Is he signing on to the 
militarist agenda of the Prime Minister? Is that what we can continue 
to expect from him as leader of the Liberal Party? 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, I hear what the member for St. 
John's East is saying. What I am saying is that the member should go 
back and look at the text of what he said. He said that Canada cannot 
take sides in a civil war. I said that the implication of that is that he is 
indifferent as to whether Gadhafi wins or somebody else wins. 


I said very clearly that I am not prepared to say that we are 
indifferent to that result. Was I in favour of a UN intervention prior 
to what the government was prepared to do? Yes, I was and so was 
the Liberal Party. It is all about whether we have the courage of our 
humanitarian principles. 


Should we have intervened in Sri Lanka? I know the member for 
Scarborough—Rouge. River was sitting next to the member for St. 
John's East. Should Canada and the world have intervened in Sri 
Lanka? I was in the House at the time saying yes, that the world 
should have intervened in Sri Lanka. How else were we going to 
stop tens of thousands of civilians from being killed by their own 
government? How else could we have stopped that if we were not 
prepared to intervene? 


A party needs to have the courage of its humanitarianism. I do not 
see that present in the position enunciated by the member for St. 
John's East. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we call that 
a lesson in politics. I congratulate my leader. I would like to ask him 
the following question. 


Yes, we must be in Libya, we must intervene, but the member said 
something very important at the beginning: Canada must be more 
engaged in North Africa. The political reality of the Arab spring 1s 
that Canada will be asked to play a leading role. 


Can the member explain his vision of Canada's involvement? We 
cannot just pick and choose; this is not just about Libya. The entire 
Arab world is in flux. What should our responsibility be in this 
situation”? 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, I very much appreciate the question 
from my colleague from Bourassa. He is quite right. 


It is not enough to have policies for specific countries. We must 
have a position that is coherent and consistent with our interests as 
Canadians. For example, when we look at the situation in North 
Africa, Canada is not involved in all the debates taking place, 
whether in Tunisia, Egypt or all of these countries, with respect to 
questions about democracy and what will be done to ensure that after 
the spring, we see a summer and not a winter. Canada can play a 
role. I can assure members that Europe, France and other countries 
are playing a role. Canada, which is not an imperialist country, has a 
certain degree of credibility. We have a large diaspora from the 
Maghreb. This is the right time for Canada to play a much more 
positive role than we have played to date. It is very important to 
address this matter in this way. 
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[English] 
Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
observed that my colleague had great difficulty understanding where 


the NDP stood from the beginning. I want to ask the member a 
question, as my colleague for St. John's East did. 


When we came out in support of the Libyan people, before other 
parties, including the government, it was for a no-fly provision 
through the UN. A couple of days after, the member, as the foreign 
affairs critic, and his party said that we needed to have NATO 
intervene. 


I want to ask a very straightforward question. Was it and is it the 
position of the Liberal Party that, in these affairs, it is better to go 
through NATO first or should we have, as this party believes, the 
approval of the United Nations Security Council first? 


Hon. Bob Rae: Mr. Speaker, in many circumstances in the world 
today, it is a false choice. The fact is that the intervention in Libya is 
one that has been carried out under the jurisdiction of the United 
Nations. The Secretary-General of the United Nations has urged 
NATO to continue with its work with respect to the implementation 
of the no-fly zone, the implementation of Resolution 1973. The 
Secretary-General of the United Nations is not telling Canada that it 
is time to back off, go away, disappear, that it is time to say goodbye, 
that we should do our humanitarian work but choose to do the 
humanitarian work and have nothing to say on the defence side. 


What we are saying is quite consistent. There needs to be a 
willingness on the part of the world today, not just Canada but of the 
world institutions, to put some teeth into its commitment to 
humanitarianism. If the responsibility to protect is going to mean 
something, the world will need to respond. 


We were all surprised, frankly. I certainly was surprised. I do not 
know about the hon. member but I will confess to my surprise at the 
fact that the Security Council was able to find the courage to follow 
through and intervene in the way that it did. If that had not happened, 
what should Canada have done? That is an open question. If every 
intervention must depend on the entire United Nations apparatus and 
on Security Council agreeing, we hope that will always happen. 
Whatever we do needs to be done according to the principles of 
international law. Whatever we do needs to be justifiable. 


This caucus, this party, this previous Liberal government was 
opposed to the intervention in Iraq because it did not have the 
support of the United Nations and it did not have the support of 
coherent principles of international law. 


Our principles and our views are very clear. However, we need to 
understand that to intervene requires justification in international 
law. It also requires a willingness to see things through and not to 
simply walk away when it becomes politically convenient to do so. 
That is a very important principle for us as well. 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is a pleasure to speak to 
the motion, which, I will like to tell my friend from the NDP, is in 
two portions. One is the extension of the NATO operation and the 
other is to go ahead in a robust, democratic way to rebuild the 
institutions of that country, which has been agreed to by all parties. 
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However, there is no need for me to talk about the NDP position 
because the Liberal leader did an excellent job of indicating why the 
NDP's position is totally out of line with the events going on. 


The leader of the Liberal Party talked about our foreign policy. As 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, I can say, 
in no uncertain terms, that this government plays a very active role 
on foreign affairs issues around the world. We have four basic pillars 
of foreign affairs: freedom, human rights, rule of law and promotion 
of democracy, which is why Canada is fighting and is leading the 
revolution in condemning Iran on its human rights record. Once 
again, Canada's government has shown it stands up for the 
promotion of human rights. 


I will now address the extension of the Libyan mission and why it 
is necessary for us to support it. Very few people in this chamber 
have visited Libya. I have had the opportunity to visit Libya where I 
had the opportunity to go to Sirte as well, as part of the African 
Union summit held there. When I landed in Libya, my impression 
was a totally different experience. I could see the lack of democracy 
and the lack of engagement of civil society. I could see that people 
were subdued, something similar to a police state. The arrangements 
that were made by the Libyan authorities, by someone completely in 
total control and the people not having the ability to talk. Henceforth, 
it should not come as a surprise at all that the people of Libya came 
together in the Arab revolution in the spring. It was necessary and it 
happened. Those of us who visited Libya could see that and we 
easily knew that this was coming. 


What stunned the whole world were the actions of Colonel 
Gadhafi to democratic reforms. It is quite interesting that when he 
was at the African Union summit he called himself the “king of the 
kings” and he wanted to promote himself at the leader of the united 
states of Africa. I am really glad that the other African nations saw 
that and put a stop to his nonsense. If he could not do anything with 
his own country, which is rich in oil resources, then one could say 
that it was time for him to go. It was great that the people of Libya 
stood up for change. 


I am also very pleased that Canada stood behind them as part of its 
human rights act and part of its promotion of democracy as we 
supported the Arab spring that was talking place both in Tunisia and 
Egypt. Canada took decisive steps when the dictators tried to stop 
expressions of freedom in those countries. Canada and this Prime 
Minister took very strong steps imposing sanctions and freezing 
assets of dictators' families. As a matter of fact, there was a debate in 
the House to change that law because there was no UN sanction. 
This government introduced a law in Canada where we can actually 
freeze assets when the assets are stolen from the people of the 
country. That was very strong action taken by this government. 
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To go back to the issue, this government has said that we will 
work under the multilateral organization. Henceforth, when the UN 
Security Council heard in horror what Colonel Gadhafi was going to 
do, it agreed that there was a need to protect the civilians, People 
need to know that the security council is a very strong member of the 
African Union. The task was given to NATO. There is an obligation 
for Canada, as a NATO member, that when NATO is involved, we 
become involved. We cannot sit on the side and put forward caveats 
and say that we are a member of NATO, but we will not do this or 
that. That has been very evident in Afghanistan. 


The parliamentary secretary, with our ambassador in Afghanistan, 
was a witness to the caveats that were there by other NATO 
members. At the same time, Canada stood immediately when NATO 
called for action over there, of the no-fly zone. It just confuses me 
that the NDP members said that there should be a no-fly zone. How 
should there be a no-fly zone? By whom? By just imposing that? Let 
us not talk about the NDP position. It confuses everyone. 


We rose to the occasion. Our soldiers and our airmen went to fight 
for democracy, for our core Canadian values, to protect the civilians. 
They have done a marvellous job and NATO forces are led by a 
Canadian, as was said by the prime minister of Britain when he 
addressed the House. 


After having all of those actions, and as has been rightly pointed 
out, we have gone all the way and the NTC has now taken quite a 
deep root there. The foreign affairs minister went to Libya and met 
with the NTC to see what its plan was. The Prime Minister has just 
returned back from a high-level meeting in New York with other 
leaders, chaired by the Secretary General Ban ki-Moon. The 
reconstruction will be done under the UN mandate. The whole 
development process will be all done through reconstruction 
building of the democratic institutions. It will all be done under 
the UN mandate and Canada will play a very strong role. 


This weekend I was at the UN General Assembly at a meeting 
with my counterparts, this time from the African nations. It was very 
interesting that there was a change in the attitude of all the African 
leaders. They all now agree that it is time to move on. The NTC is in 
power. They have all recognized the NTC as a legitimate organizer 
and government of Libya. The NTC has now taken its seat at the 
United Nations. It is very important to see the whole world 
recognizing the NTC. This indicates a success of this mission. 


However, we keep hearing reports that Gadhafi's forces are still 
fighting and still threatening. Therefore, it would be absolutely 
foolish to walk away and say that we went there to protect them but, 
as the NDP wants, we will leave them half way through, without 
giving them protection, so they are on their own. Even the defence 
critic of the NDP stated he saw on the BBC that the fighting was still 
going on, Gadhafi is not captured and his children are still calling for 
the fighting to continue. In recognition of this factor, NATO came 
out last week and said that the Libya mission would be extended for 
three months. Henceforth, we are back in Parliament telling that part 
of it. The world community is now saying that it is time to finish this 
job. 
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@ (1240) 


Colonel Gadhafi, or let us say bluntly, dictator Gadhafi, used to 
buy all his votes with his own money. He was not a democrat. We 
saw it in countries next door to Libya, whatever he was promoting, 
there was bribery. He was giving money to other countries and 
bought a membership to the African Union. That is fine. That is how 
he got his support. However, today, having come back from the UN, 
all of those countries have recognized the fact that the NTC is now in 
charge. The people of Libya have spoken and they have spoken very 
strongly. 


It was a job for Canada and Canadians to go there and do it, and 
Canada did it remarkably well. Our soldiers stand out there. 


I call upon the NDP to revisit its position and ask for an extension 
of three months. Hopefully, within a very short period of time, 
Colonel Gadhafi will be found, will be charged by NTC, brought to 
Justice and he and his children will have to pay for their crimes. As 
soon as Colonel Gadhafi is found and he cannot tell his soldiers to 
fight, they will all disappear and peace will return to those cities he is 
still controlling. Then NATO's mission is done. Then the other 
mission comes in, which we talk about in the motion, of building the 
democratic institutions for that country. 


When I was in Libya, nothing existed there. It is like starting from 
scratch. I also visited South Sudan. At the general assembly there 
were two new members. One was the new nation of South Sudan, 
which proudly took its seat at the UN general assembly. The other 
was the NTC, which took over Libya's seat as the legitimate 
government of the people of Libya. These were two monumental 
effects. 


The world is now on the brink of sending a strong message. We 
see the Arab revolution and what is going on in Yemen. It is a cause 
of serious concern. We see what is happening in Tunisia, another 
cause of serious concern. We are not saying that there should be 
military intervention, or whatever. We have put very strong sanctions 
against Syria. However, when the dictators of these regimes see that 
the world is willing to act if they threaten their people, as we have 
done in Libya, then a very strong message goes out to them. The 
right of the people to speak is paramount, the promotion of 
democracy is paramount. 


That is the issue that has come out from Libya. That is what the 
NDP should understand. The point still remains that the military 
mission is not complete. 


When the defence critic said that attitude of the Prime Minister 
was militaristic, that is utter nonsense. We went there under the 
NATO call. We do not have any desire for military advances 
anywhere else, neither will we go anywhere else. That is an 
absolutely misleading statement made by the NDP. It cannot defend 
its position when it finds it is totally out of step with the values of the 
world. 


I want to say in strong terms that around the international stage 
Libya is seen now as one of the key examples where the world spoke 
when a dictator was willing to slaughter his own people. We are 
getting, unfortunately, reports that thus is still happening. 


1430 


Government Orders 


The NDP keeps talking about regime change. What does it want to 
do, leave that dictator there to throttle his people? What about the 
humanitarian factor? Who would we talk to, that dictator who is not 
willing to listen? It is only in the minds of NDP members to think 
that they do not need this thing and they can talk to a dictator who 
does not want to talk to them. 


Anyway, it is good news that the government has taken a very 
strong stand with these four pillars. We have stood up on the 
international stage. Even the NDP has to admit that it was a great 
thing we did, that the military acted very responsibly. 


It is very important. Our military stands for Canadian values. We 
promote our Canadian values. In the case of Libya, it was a very 
clear fact that not only were we protecting the civilians under the UN 
charter, but we were upholding our Canadian values with our 
military support. 

@ (1245) 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is hard 
to refute a number of attacks that the hon. parliamentary secretary 
has made on our party and me, but we did not go to Libya at the 
request of NATO or as part of NATO. We went there on our own in 
response to resolution 1973. NATO came afterwards to coordinate 
the command because it was the one capable of doing it. The 
Americans were coordinating it first, but they did not want to do that. 


The government gave lip service to the Arab Spring, for example, 
failing to really support the efforts in Egypt or Tunisia. It then failed 
to provide any financial support to the new regimes, saying that we 
were already giving to some international fund. 


One of our worries is that the same thing is happening in Libya 
and that the government is prepared to spend money on the military 
mission and will continue to do so into the future, instead of taking 
the position now that the job is mostly done, or almost done, as far as 
any military involvement and that Canada does not need to be there. 


However, Canada could be putting more resources and money 
into the post-conflict issues, which we talked about and which our 
amendment seeks to have Canada do. 


Why will the government not do that? It did not do it in Egypt. It 
did not do it in Tunisia. It seems to me that the government is not 
going to do in Libya, as it is only interested in continuing the 
military aspect. 

@ (1250) 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai: Mr. Speaker, that is not correct. As soon as 
the Arab Spring started in Tunisia, the government acted very 
strongly, freezing assets and with sanctions and in supporting the 
democracy movement over there. When it happened in Egypt, we 
were there. 


However, Canada does not act unilaterally. Canada acts with its 
allies and partners to ensure there is an effective use of taxpayer 
money. 


Henceforth, in all the areas that the member has talked about, 
where he just wants Canada to take a unilateral action, the answer is 
no. We work with our partners, our NATO partners and our like- 
minded country partners, the Arab League, the African Union, 
collectively, to ensure we support the principles I have outlined. 
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We will continue to do that and we will continue to do that in 
Libya as well. First, we need to have the security, as we are doing in 
Afghanistan. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to talk a little 
more about the irresponsible position of the NDP. I find it absolutely 
stunning. 


In March 2011 Gadhafi was saying that he would fight for every 
square inch in his land and that he would die as a martyr. Even as 
early as August, the NDP was talking about abandoning the people 
of Libya. 


I would like to ask the parliamentary secretary this. If we actually 
were to follow the irresponsible position of the NDP back in August, 
or now, what would the dangers be in terms of that stance? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai: Mr. Speaker, our country has been at the 
forefront in promoting democracy and the rule of law. We have been 
giving support to establishments and institutions that do that. 


The NDP seems to think that we can go halfway and then turn our 
backs and disappear. As I have said, what the NDP is saying is very 
confusing and difficult to understand. 


For my good friends on the NDP side, security remains a key 
point if we want to bring development to that country. Let us look at 
Afghanistan. With the security situation in Afghanistan, we were 
able to build schools, send girls to school, do immunizations and 
promote human rights and women's rights. 


If the NDP wants to support Canadian values, it must recognize 
that comes with the price of supporting and engaging in missions 
with our partners, in this case NATO. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
we certainly agree, as the Green Party, that the responsibility to 
protect civilians is the reason we became engaged in Libya and is our 
primary responsibility. There are troubling indications that the new 
rebel government is not acting to protect civilians if they are 
assumed to have ever been supporters of Mr. Gadhafi, including an 
entire family, women and children who have been shot upon because 
they have been mistaken for family members of Gadhafi. There is 
also the looming crisis for sub-Saharan migrant workers within 
Libya who lack human rights protection. 


In this ongoing mission, I doubt that the Canadian Forces will be 
invited to protect those groups because the Libyan rebel government 
has said no foreign troops, whether United Nations or others, will 
come into Libya to help secure civilian safety. 


How does the hon. parliamentary secretary see Canada's role in 
protecting civilians now? 


@ (1255) 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai: Mr. Speaker, that is a very good question 
with regard to holding the NTC accountable. It is understandable 
there are concerns regarding that. 


The Minister of Foreign Affairs visited with the NTC. He sat with 
its members and asked them to clearly show what plan they had to 
run the country on the basis of the principles of the rule of law, 
human rights and so forth. 
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As well, as I just said, the Prime Minister has gone to the United 
Nations to attend high-level meetings concerning how the NTC will 
be held accountable for its actions and what it has to do. If disturbing 
reports should come out, I can assure members that Canada will 
make its views known to the new government in Libya. 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
clarify a couple of things because the parliamentary secretary took 
maybe a bit of licence with the past. He does that every once in a 
while and my job is to bring him back to what I think is reality. 


The fact of the matter is that we supported the no-fly provision 
from the beginning. He knows that. In fact, as my colleague said, it 
was not under NATO command and control when the no-fly 
provision was first brought in. I want to know whether he knows 
that. Can he tell us who was actually providing the oversight for the 
no-fly provision before NATO came into play? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai: Mr. Speaker, I am absolutely confused. 
With whom would he expect to have a no-fly provision? With the 
Libyan air force? It had to be NATO. Who gave NATO the mandate? 
The UN gave NATO the mandate. The UN has no forces there. 


Let me get this straight again. 
Mr. Paul Dewar: The U.S. 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai: Mr. Speaker, with whom does he expect to 
have a no-fly zone? The task was given to NATO by the United 
Nations. 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, just to 
help my friend the parliamentary secretary, the answer to the 
question I posed is the United States was the country that was 
actually engaged with the no-fly provision. It is important to have the 
facts. It disturbs me when I hear the parliamentary secretary say that 
NATO was in charge of the no-fly provision when it was not. We 
saw this before. I remember well in 2006 during the debate on 
Afghanistan when it was pointed out to the government that we were 
not under the command and control of NATO at the beginning. We 
were actually under American command and control. That is without 
prejudice. It was the fact, and we have to have the facts on the table. 


I want to start off with some facts as we address the motion and 
the amendment that we have put forward. 


The New Democratic Party was the first party to put forward the 
idea of civilian protection through the United Nations, through the 
no-fly provision. We took that position seriously because of the 
threat of Gadhafi on the Libyan people. 


It has not been mentioned enough here today, but we took that 
position because Canada was responsible for Gadhafi being able to 
buy the munition that he was using against his own people. Canada 
was doing truck and trade with him, but that has not been brought up 
much by members on the other side. We were happy to have oil and 
gas contracts with Gadhafi. One Canadian firm was building a 
prison. No one talked about that, but the Libyan people knew that. 
They knew that the Canadian government was blessing Canadian 
corporations to trade with Gadhafi. 


Let us be honest in this debate about what was happening. Make 
no mistake that we aided Gadhafi in what he was doing. NDP 
members were very clear in their position. We stood with the Libyan 
people and we said they needed to be protected. 
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We are going to hear a lot of other points from the government but 
let us have some facts here. I am not associating with any individual 
member of Parliament here, but let us acknowledge that Canada was 
collectively responsible for aiding and abetting Mr. Gadhafi because 
we were doing truck and trade with him. That is a fact, and I think 
everyone on the other side would agree with that. One corporation 
was building a prison. We know what was going on in the prisons. 
We only had to read the reports from Amnesty International and 
others. Let us not pretend that we did not know. Let us be factual. 


What else did the NDP do? We said that we should protect the 
Libyan people. We said there should be a no-fly provision. Unlike 
my friends in the Liberal Party, we said it should be through the 
United Nations. A couple of days after we brought forward our 
position, the Liberal Party brought forward its position. To be fair to 
those members, they thought it could not happen through the UN. 
They thought the only way to go was through NATO. 


Our position and our principle on this are very clear. I heard the 
leader of the Liberal Party suggest that he did not think it would 
happen through the UN. My goodness, we have to try. When it 
comes to multilateral action, the UN is the place we should approach 
to try to get acceptance for multilateral action. That is exactly what 
our position was and still is. 


What happened is the motion was brought forward and we 
amended that motion. We worked with the government to amend the 
motion in the House. Everyone accepted the amendments we put 
forward. The amendments were to ensure there was a timeline of 
three months. That was the responsible thing to do. 


We said there should be no boots on the ground, and the 
government and the other parties agreed with that. 


aN 


We said that the motion should adhere to United Nations 
Resolution 1973. That had to be in the motion. It was not just 
about supporting the military component, which we agreed should 
be a part of it. We understood that. Let us be factual about that as 
well. We had to protect civilians and the way to do that was through 
the no-fly provision. We get that, but we had to have a timeline. We 
had to make sure this would not turn into a conflict with boots on the 
ground as they say. 
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The second motion came before the House. Again, we thought it 
was important to put forward an amendment. We asked that 
reference to the disturbing phenomenon we have seen in the Congo 
and other places where rape is being used as a weapon of war be put 
in the motion. We asked that there be resources to ensure there is 
support for victims and an investigation of rape as a weapon of war. 
That amendment was from the NDP. It was absolutely critical for us 
to have that in there, because it is one thing to acknowledge 
something, but there also needs to be support. We worked to change 
the motion to include that. 


There is something else that is absolutely vital when we talk about 
the situation on the ground in Libya. We added that this would be a 
Libyan-led reconciliation and reconstruction, that it was not the 
place for Canada or anyone else to dictate terms from outside. That is 
exactly what has happened in the past and we should not see it again, 
that somehow, because we supported intervention to protect civilians 
we would dictate the terms. That is the old politics in global affairs. I 
think the government agrees it should be a Libyan-led initiative. We 
added that amendment to the motion. 


We also said that after three months we should end our support for 
the military part of the equation and bring the matter back to the 
House for review, and here we are. 


That is the trajectory of our participation in this debate and the 
motions that were passed by the House. Today the situation on the 
ground requires a lot of heavy lifting in terms of reconstruction and 
civilian support. There are a couple of things which I think Canada 
could do. 


[Translation] 


First we need to have a comprehensive approach, including 
multidisciplinary support for humanitarian law, human rights, law 
enforcement, economic development, constitutional processes, 
election monitoring and other essential elements for state building. 


Then we need civilian political leadership. Usually the Special 
Representative of the Secretary General is responsible for the 
arduous task of coordinating the efforts of the United Nations 
agencies, regional agencies and other governments. 


| Finally, the Libyan people have to take ownership of the peace 
building process and of establishing accountability of Libya's 
national institutions and political players. 


@ (1305) 
[English] 


On these three things and the idea that we can help with an overall 
approach, a multi-disciplinary and multilateral approach to help the 
Libyan people rebuild their country, is where we would like to see 
our focus. | 


That is why we amended the motion. We amended the motion to 
have that comprehensive approach and to make sure that we are not 
putting all our eggs in one basket. Frankly, that was our concern with 
the extension of the mission in Afghanistan. 


As an aside, I am glad we are having this debate in the House 
because, unlike the case of the extension of the mission in 
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Afghanistan, we are able to actually debate it. Members will recall 
that when the government decided to extend the mission in 
Afghanistan, even though there was a military facet to it, we did 
not get to debate or vote on it in the House. I welcome the fact that 
the government is doing it this time. Frankly, it was one of the 
amendments we got into the Libyan mission resolution before. 


The civilian political leadership that I referenced is usually 
something we let others do, but I think Canada has to do more here. 
There is a very large challenge in front of the Libyan people, and that 
is also the case in Egypt and Tunisia. There is a challenge of 
coordinating the actions of the UN agencies. People in the House 
who have worked on the ground for the UN know that coordinating 
the UN agencies is a really critical role and will dictate whether or 
not there will be success on the ground. I know that Canada has a lot 
to offer in this area. We should be putting our focus there. 


Finally, there has to be an ownership of this by the Libyan people 
for peace-building. We know that the United Nations Peacebuilding 
Commission is one that has had a lot of support from actors like 
Canada in the past. In fact, it was a Canadian who helped get it 
going. We have the capability to help with peace building, but we 
need to make sure it is focused on Libyans doing the development 
and the work in concert with other actors. I think that is where 
Canada could play a role. 


It was said in the House by others that somehow the NDP is 
abandoning the Libyan people. I just gave an overview of how we 
were involved from the beginning. I ask other members of the House 
to at least acknowledge that we might disagree on how to get there, 
but let us be honest in that I think we all want to help the Libyan 
people. We want to help Libya rebuild. We want to make sure that 
they do not go back to the terms that they were living under before. 
Let us change the tone of accusation and talk about what 


propositions we have. 


When we are talking about Canada's role in the world, I do not 
think it does us good service to attack the motives of each other. I 
think it would helpful for Canadians to see that there are choices in 
front of us, although perhaps we disagree on those choices. 


Hopefully members will have read our amendment. We believe 
that right now, since we have fulfilled our commitment of the 
motions that were passed in the House on the military side, we could 
put our focus on supporting the civilian and governance mission and 
put our resources there. 


No one is abandoning Libya. No one is going to stand by and 
watch the return of Gadhafi. However, we can play a role by doing 
the heavy lifting in supporting development and governance. This is 
an area in which Canada has a lot to offer. We are putting this idea 
forward because we believe it is how we can support the Libyan 
people. 
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I have observed over time, particularly with the Arab Spring, that 


it is very difficult for nation states and countries to stay in for the 
long haul. It is easy sometimes to be there just for a short period of 
time. We think it is our obligation and our collective responsibility, 
for the aforementioned reasons of having truck and trade with the 
Gadhafi regime, not just to leave after he departs. We need to be 
there for the long haul to help with institution building and 
constitution making. 


@ (1310) 


With regard to constitution making, think of what we have to 
offer. 


In 2007 I was in Iraq. I was there because were invited as 
Canadians to talk about constitution building, to talk about our 
example of a very diverse population that has different economic 
interests throughout and how we keep all that together. 


The failure of the Bush administration to bring Iraqis in to look at 
how they would organize their country is a lesson for all of us. The 
Iraqis were asking me and other Canadians to join them in looking at 
how they could perhaps do things differently. 


I think that is where Canada can play a role. The federal system 
we have here deals with a diversity of regional differences and 
linguistic differences. We have had lots of acrimonious debates over 
the years, and sometimes it is tough. However, we do it in a way that 
respects the diversity of our country. That is what people are looking 
for, and they trust us. That is what we should be offering right now 
as Libya looks to start anew. 


The other thing we can help with is rebuilding their health system. 
I know of many Libyan Canadians who have already gone to Libya 
to help rebuild the system. Many Libyan Canadian doctors, on their 
own dime, have already gone and helped. We could be helping 
rebuild their health system. 


When we look the opportunities for Canada to help, there are 
many. All we are saying here on this side of the House is that we 
believe we have done our share in terms of the no-fly zone. It is 
something we had advocated from the beginning. It worked. We 
actually kept it in our motion, making sure that there is an 
opportunity for us to help even more. 


As we go through this debate, let us look at what each of us has to 
offer. What the NDP is saying very clearly is that we can offer 
continuing support to the Libyan people by making sure that we can 
provide Canada's excellence and professionalism in areas like 
institution building and making sure that there are services for all 
Libyans in their health system and in other areas. 


That is what we can do. We believe that is the right thing to do 
right now. At the end of the day, I think that is what Canadians want. 
We are proud of our ability to lead internationally. We are proud of 
our capability to ensure that what we have here we can share with 
others, not in an arrogant way or a way that undermines the 
sovereignty of a country, but in a way that actually strengthens it. 


I will finish by saying what I said at the beginning: we had a 
collective responsibility to act in Libya. Whether or not we should 
have acted is not the question; the question is how we should act 
now. That is what our amendment is about. That is what I think 
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Canadians want to see. That is why I hope there will be some support 
from other members for our amendments. 


@ (1315) 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened closely to my colleague's speech, as I did to 
the earlier speech by the defence critic for the New Democratic 


Party. 


In both of the speeches there was an implication or innuendo that 
somehow the original motion had neglected the rebuilding part of 
what is so necessary in Libya. I think it is important for all members 
of the House, and indeed Canadians who may be watching this 
debate, to be reminded that the original motion clearly included the 
rebuilding phase. 


In fact, Mr. Speaker, with your permission I would like to read a 
small portion of the original motion. 


...that the House continues to support Canada's engagement in all spheres in the 
rebuilding of a new Libya, including human rights, democratic development and 
the rule of law 


Later the motion goes on to refer to UNSC resolution 1973 and 
the “rebuilding of the new Libya”, and to note that the House 
continues to offer its wholehearted and unconditional support to the 
brave men and women of the Canadian armed forces, who stand on 
guard for all of us and continue to protect Libyan civilians from the 
risk still posed by the Gadhafi regime. 


In his remarks earlier today, the minister commented on our 
commitment to improving the access to humanitarian aid, improving 
women's rights, and improving religious freedom. The reality is that 
there needs to be security to have those issues advanced. How would 
the member envision these improvements continuing to be worked 
on without the continuing presence of our military personnel to 
provide that security? 


Mr. Paul Dewar: Mr. Speaker, I am trying to untangle the 
member's point, but he seems to be saying that our participation 
through UN resolution 1973 was about security on the ground. I 
believe that if he reads the text, he will see that it was to provide 
protection to civilians through a no-fly provision, but perhaps we can 
talk further about that later. 


The point is about what is required right now. We amended the 
motion of the House earlier to ensure there was support for those 
who were victims of rape and for those who had to flee. Now it is a 
matter of what we need to emphasize right now. 


We think we should be putting our focus on rebuilding, 
reconstruction and constitution making, if asked. Certainly we 
should offer. Again, this is about choices that we have in front of us. 
We believe the choices for Canada are very clear. We should go 
directly to help rebuild Libya and help it with its nascent democracy. 


If we are not able to do that, I think we have failed. It is one thing 
to provide support to protect civilians, but we have to be there for the 
long haul and for the hard work ahead. That is what our emphasis is 
on this side of the House. 
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Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I will try to summarize the positions of the various parties. 
It appears that the government's position is largely one of extending 
military involvement, notwithstanding some wording in the resolu- 
tion. The NDP's position is that it is time to withdraw the military 
and go with development and diplomacy. Our party's position is that 
we really need all three in order to achieve that. This is why we will 
be supporting the motion as amended. 


I am somewhat disappointed in the position of the hon. member's 
party with respect to the phrasing “we have done our share”, and my 
question in some respects follows the previous hon. member's. 


Does the member not see that if we are withdrawing militarily, we 
will possibly create circumstances through which a conflict will 
continue, and that the very goals the member wishes to achieve 
basically through development and diplomacy will be put in 
jeopardy? In fact, if NATO withdraws and if Canada in particular 
withdraws, Gadhafi's loyalists will be emboldened, and there would 
be greater likelihood that this conflict would go on for a longer time 
rather than a shorter one. | 


@ (1320) 


Mr. Paul Dewar: Mr. Speaker, I think my colleague was wrong in 
saying that they were going to support the motion as amended. I am 
not sure if the position of the Liberal Party is in support of our 
amendment. We may need some clarification on that. 


The member is getting a little ahead of himself, because he is 
saying that if we follow the NDP, the whole thing will be done and 
no one will be left to support the mission on the military side. We are 
following along the lines of what the House passed in terms of the 
two resolutions. I remember that the second resolution basically said 
that three months should be sufficient and that if we could not end 
things by September, then there would be questions about the whole 
thing. 


We are not talking about withdrawal. We are talking about 
Canada's support for this part of the mission being done. That is what 
the House debated, and that is why we are here today discussing it. 


If the member supports our amendment, which would change our 
contribution on the military side, I do not think he really believes 
that the whole thing would collapse. 


We are talking about what is a priority for Canada right now. 
Norway and other countries supported the no-fly provision, then said 
they had done their share on the military side, and then focused on 
other aspects of the mission. That is what we are talking about: the 
rebuilding side. Those are the facts. 


I would like some clarification from the Liberal Party members as 
to whether they are supporting our amendment or not. As I said, I 
would love the support and I look forward to clarification on that 
matter. 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I will start off by thanking the member for Ottawa Centre 
for so clearly articulating the position of the NDP when it comes to 
the mission in Libya. As was stated, it is very committed to 
supporting the Libyan people. 
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However, we are hearing a lot of talk about the regime change in 
Libya. Could the member speak more to the distinction between this 
rhetoric and the actual purpose of UN resolution 1973? 


Mr. Paul Dewar: Mr. Speaker, it is important to get back to what 
this is about. Although it has to do with the UN, it is not about 
NATO. It is about the Libyan people. 


If we look at how we can best support them, it is by returning to 
the motion we helped to amend the last time there was an extension. 
It explicitly states that we will support a Libyan-led reconciliation 
and development. We believe that should be our focus. 


Although I have not heard much about it today, some members on 
the other side had strayed toward the notion that it was actually about 
changing government. We can stay away from that language and still 
deal with Gadhafi. I said that at the beginning of my speech. 


We supported Gadhafi by doing trade with him. Entering into 
contracts with him for oil or to build prisons made us collectively 
responsible.That is why we believed we had to act. 


It has been implied by some that because we do not believe in 
taking sides in a conflict we have suddenly become Gadhafi's best 
friend. Of course that is ridiculous. That is why I say the tone of the 
debate is important. It is fine to disagree on how to help the Libyan 
people. That is what this place is about. There are choices in front of 
us. Our choice is to start helping the Libyan people by focusing on 
institution building. 


I do not believe there is an air force under Gadhafi's control any 
longer. Certainly there are things that need to be dealt with. 
However, we believe that right now Canada's role should be one of 
helping Libyan civilians build institutions and rebuild Libya. That is 
what people want to see. 


Ms. Lois Brown (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Cooperation, CPC): Mr..Speaker, I will be splitting 
my time with the member for Ajax—Pickering. 


I am very pleased to rise and talk to some of the things Canada has 
been doing to help the Libyan people and how we are involved with 
our international partners. 


We are all familiar with the events that led to the crisis in Libya. 
On February 16, the Libyan people began rising up against the 
tyranny of Moammar Gadhafi. After four decades of oppressive rule, 
the people of Libya expressed their desire for change. 


Gadhafi's response defies any comprehension. He attempted a 
brutal and bloody repression of the dissent. Gadhafi used the Libyan 
military to conduct operations against his own people. He pitted 


‘Libyan soldiers against Libyan civilians. The resulting conflict 


plunged the country into chaos. Countless refugees and over 685,000 
migrant workers fled the country. Helping them return to their homes 
and countries of origin is a priority for the international community. 


These events set the stage for today. Canada responded to the 
crisis with a whole-of-government response. While the Canadian 
International Development Agency never had a bilateral aid program 
in Libya, Canada responded to the humanitarian needs of the civilian 
population. Although the humanitarian situation is now rapidly 
stabilizing, some needs persist in specific locations: the need for 
water, fuel, medical supplies and humanitarian workers. 
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The reports of sexual violence against women deeply troubled our 
government. Accordingly, we helped protect women and girls from 
gender-based violence including sexual assaults. The Minister of 
International Cooperation announced additional funding in June of 
this year to address this issue. As a trusted partner, the International 
Committee of the Red Cross provides protection and medical 
services to women who have suffered sexual violence. In total, 
Canada has committed $10.6 million, of which CIDA provided $10 
million, to our humanitarian partners. Those partners include the UN 
World Food Programme, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees, 
the Red Cross, the International Organization for Migration and the 
United Nations Population Fund. 


Allow me to give the House a more detailed breakdown of how 
Canada disbursed its humanitarian assistance. The International 
Organization for Migration receives support for repatriating those 
migrants who had been displaced by the fighting in Libya. To date, 
the IOM has repatriated 208,000 third-country nationals to their 
countries of origin. 


Canada gave support to the International Committee of the Red 
Cross to meet food, non-food, water, sanitation and emergency 
medical needs inside Libya and to support the relief efforts in 
Tunisia and Egypt. To date, the Red Cross has reached 780,000 
people. 


The International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Societies received Canadian support for humanitarian relief, 
including food, non-food items and medical support to displaced 
migrants in Egypt and Tunisia. This support helped its members 
reach 200,000 people. | 


The United Nations World Food Programme provided emergency 
food assistance to displaced and conflict-affected populations in 
Libya, Tunisia and Egypt. 


Our support to the UN High Commissioner for Refugees provided 
shelter, non-food items, water and sanitation for refugees and 
migrants who had been displaced to neighbouring countries. 


The Canadian Red Cross Society received support from our 
government to transport humanitarian relief supplies from its 
stockpiles in Dubai to Tunisia. 


As well, we worked with the United Nations Population Fund to 
help protect women and girls from gender-based violence, including 
sexual assaults, and to provide critical care to victims of gender- 
based violence in Libya. 


In addition, the Department of Foreign Affairs and International 
Trade contributed financial support to help protect UN humanitarian 
workers. 


@ (1325) 
Let me bring fellow members up to date on the current situation. 


Most of Libya, including Tripoli, is now firmly under the control 
of the interim National Transitional Council. Many nations around 
the world recognize the legitimacy of the NTC. Outside the UN last 
week the new flag of Libya flew as the international community met 
for a general assembly. Now that the NTC has been established, 
Canada hopes that a democracy will emerge over the next two years. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1435 


Government Orders 


In light of the urgent requirement to ensure stabilization, the NTC 
must focus on the essential tasks of establishing security throughout 
the country as well as delivering food, medical services and 
emergency assistance to people in need. 


Libya is a relatively resource rich country with a per capita income 
of $14,000 to $15,000. That is why CIDA did not operate there in 
the past in an official bilateral capacity. As Libya's assets are no 
longer frozen, Canada expects it to lead the way and provide most of 
the funding for its reconstruction efforts. 


On September 1, our Prime Minister attended the Friends of Libya 
meeting in Paris chaired by French President Nicolas Sarkozy. The 
meeting explored opportunities for international partners to support 
the NTC in its efforts to establish a democratic state. 


Following the meeting, the Prime Minister announced that Canada 
would lift the economic sanctions since the brutal Gadhafi regime no 
longer held power over the Libyan people. Canada has re-established 
its diplomatic presence in Tripoli. As well, it has secured an 
exemption from the United Nations Security Council's sanctions 
committee to unfreeze Libyan assets so that the Libyans can meet 
their humanitarian and reconstruction needs. 


The government will continue to monitor and assess the situation 
on the ground taking into account the needs identified by the NTC, 
the United Nations and other partners, including Canadian non- 
governmental organizations and the private sector. 


We remain committed to the Libyan people as they try to put the 
brutality of the Gadhafi regime behind them. The job is not yet done. 
Canada remains committed to our Libyan friends in their quest for 
freedom and security. We cannot abandon them in this time of need. 


Our Prime Minister gave a remarkable speech to the Canadian 
armed forces personnel involved in this crisis. I would like to read a 
section of it into the record. 


He said: 


thanks to [our men and women in uniform], there is new hope [for Libya], 
which gives some proof to the old saying: 'a handful of soldiers is better than a 
mouthful of arguments.' For the Gaddafis of this world pay no attention to the 
force of argument, the only thing they [understand] is the argument of force. And 
that you have delivered in a cause that is good and right, and all Canadians thank 
you for the great job you have been doing. 


Ladies and gentlemen, Gaddafi is now out of power—not yet finished—but his 
remaining control is inexorably ebbing away. And history will record this: that it was 
the good work of Canada's Armed Services —your work—working with our allies, 
that enabled the Libyan people to remove Gaddafi from power. 


They used to claim that in international affairs, and you’ve heard the quote many 
times: “Canada punched above its weight.’ Well, to punch above your weight, you 
first have to be able to punch, and that is what you have done here. Numbers don't 
tell the whole story, but it bears repeating that the RCAF has flown—without 
caveats—more than 750 strike sorties against Gaddafi’s forces—a good 10 per cent 
of the total strikes. 
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Thanks to our men and women in uniform and thanks to our 
humanitarian efforts Canada punched above its weight again. We 
punched above our weight and helped free the Libyan people from 
the brutal oppression of Moammar Gadhafi. We must finish the job. 


© (1330) 


Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
today the defence minister talked about the overall costs for the 
Libya mission. 


I listened to the member's speech with interest. I am wondering if 
she could confirm the price tag of $100 million. 


@ (1335) 


Ms. Lois Brown: Mr. Speaker, I will let the Minister of National 
Defence confirm those numbers. 


I can confirm for the House that the international development 
money that has gone into Libya for assistance with humanitarian aid 
is $10.6 million. We have assisted people who have been displaced 
by the conflict. We are working with our international partners like 
the International Red Cross to see that people have assistance with 
food, water and medical services. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my 
question is regarding the health and welfare of the population. 


I would like to know if the main health priority continues to be 
injuries or if it is now secondary interventions? Are there shortages 
of life-saving products, including antiretroviral drugs, chemotherapy 
regimes, immunosuppressive drugs, insulin, psychiatric drugs, as 
well as blood products, dialysis supplies, laboratory reagents and 
vaccines? Can the hon. member comment on medical stock supplies 
now? 


Ms. Lois Brown: Mr. Speaker, I had the delightful opportunity to 
spend some time on Friday evening in Quebec City with the 
members of the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies 
who were there for their annual meeting prior to their meetings in 
Geneva in November. 


I am very pleased to say that the International Red Cross is very 
pleased with the assistance that has been given, particularly by 
Canada. The medical situation is under control right now. It feels that 
it is moving on to other humanitarian needs as they present 
themselves. 


Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, one of the things the hon. parliamentary secretary talked 
about in her comments was that there is a hope that in about two 
years there would be a democracy that would start to take hold in a 
bigger way than it has. Part of what we are doing is actually 
backfilling, along with the security that we provide, which is part of 
the solution. We cannot just walk away now when we are so close, as 
we are providing food, medical and infrastructure support to the 
people in Libya. 


Since we have unfrozen a lot of the Libyan assets, that would now 
give the country and its people the financial ability to help rebuild. I 
wonder if that is an important part of what we will be able to help 
them with in terms of rebuilding needed things such as food, 
medicine and infrastructure. : 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 26, 2011 


Ms. Lois Brown: Mr. Speaker, indeed, it is the hope of Canada 
that we see Libya move to a full democracy with fair and transparent 
elections. I am sure Canada would have a part in that. 


Unfreezing Libyan assets has been very important to allow the 
Libyan people to start making their own plans for the future. Canada 
will continue to work with our international partners on all fronts. 


As I said earlier, the International Red Cross is there on the 
ground. We have many partners there who are working with the 
Libyan people and Canada will be a tremendous asset for them in 
providing guidance. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is an honour to speak in 
this House again in support of our continuing engagement in Libya. I 
also have enormous pleasure in rising in this House to add my voice 
to those paying tribute to our fighting Canadian Forces, to the men 
and women in uniform of our Royal Canadian Air Force and Royal 
Canadian Navy who remain in action off the coast of Libya and in 
the skies above Libya. 


This operation was already well underway when I joined the 
defence team in May. Even as our last general election was taking 
place, Canada had stepped up in response to the cries of the Libyan 
people under attack by their own government and under a mandate 
from the United Nations Security Council. 


[Translation] 


We quickly coordinated our military effort with the international 
community and thanks to the Canadian Forces' ability to deploy 
quickly, Canada was well placed to actively participate in protecting 
Libyan civilians. 


@ (1340) 


[English] 


When NATO took command of the international mission on 
March 31, the Canadian Forces were already well engaged. We 
heard some of that history reprised in the debate already today. We 
were active in the evacuation of Canadian nationals in February. 
HMCS Charlottetown had left port for theatre as early as March 2. 
Canada has been and continues to be at the forefront of the 
international effort to bring a peaceful and more stable Libya into 
being. 


Thanks to the brave contribution of Canadian sailors and air 
personnel, Canada has played and continues to play a significant role 
in the NATO mission. We have contributed significantly with 6% of 
all sorties flown, 9% of strike sorties, and 7% of the air-to-air 
refueling sorties. A story that remains under-acknowledged in our 
media and in our debates is the story of maritime surveillance where 
two Canadian aircraft have played a role out of all proportion with 
our size delivering absolutely essential information intelligence 
about the deployment of Gadhafi forces on the ground to all of our 
allies and contributing mightily to the success of this mission. 
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[Translation] 


HMCS Charlottetown contributed to ensuring the navigability of 
the waters to make sure that humanitarian aid could reach the people 
in need. It participated in the imposition of a weapons embargo and a 
no-fly zone. In this way, it helped in protecting the Libyan people, 
especially in the Misrata port region, and weakening an oppressive 
regime that was attacking its own people. 


[English | 


While performing its duties, as many members of the House will 
already know, the frigate was fired upon on two occasions by forces 
loyal to Colonel Gadhafi. This was the first time a Canadian vessel 
_ has been fired upon since the Korean war. In spite of this level of 
threat, our men and women in uniform successfully accomplished 
their important mission. They have paved the way for a democratic 
transition that we are now witnessing in Libya. 


We have achieved much with our allies and partners in only six 
months. Today, the will of the Libyan people is being fulfilled. 
Colonel Gadhafi has been ousted from power and has gone into 
hiding. His ability to wage war has been reduced. The Libyan people 
are beginning to build a future under the guidance of their new 
government, the national transitional council. 


Through the effective enforcement of the UN mandate we have 
save countless lives. We are helping Libyans rebuild normal lives 
and take the future into their own hands. For the first time in 42 years 
the Libyan people are out from under the yoke of a tyrannical despot. 
This is the dawn of a new day for Libya. 


The decision of the House to support the Canadian armed forces 
military mission in March and June was the right thing to do, and I 
am pleased to hear many members of the House acknowledging the 
depth, the richness of briefings we have all received or had access to 
over those six months. There were briefings in the committee on 
national defence, the committee on foreign affairs, as well as 
informal briefings of opposition leaders and members. 


Even since our last briefing at the national defence committee last 
week, we have seen progress on the ground. The region of Sabha, 
which had been still under the control of pro-Gadhafi forces, came 
under the control of the new government, releasing a population 
from those bonds in which they had been held, opening them to the 
humanitarian assistance that is now flowing into Libya and making it 
possible for the new government to start delivering services. 


We should be justifiably proud of these very concrete results that 
our men and women in uniform, and our civilian officials, operating 
with United Nations agencies, operating in NATO, operating with 
NGOs, have managed to accomplish. 


While there is cause to be cautiously optimistic, we must temper 
our enthusiasm and resist the urge to hastily declare victory and go 
home. Yes, Gadhafi and his forces are wounded and on the run, but 
as evidence found, there is ongoing fighting in around the towns of 
Bani Walid and Sirte. He and his loyalists still pose a grave threat to 
the population of Libya. A share of the population in those central 
areas and the areas south of them may amount to 15% of Libya, but 
we cannot abandon those still in danger. That is why we must extend 
our military contribution and continue to work with our allies to 
ensure civilians in Libya are protected. 
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Simply put, there is still work to do. Even as the threat of Gadhafi 
passes, we must be mindful of the challenges ahead. It is up to the 
people of Libya to decide their future. We should be encouraged by 
the national transitional council's road map for transition, that it has 
begun to create a new Libya based on democracy, the rule of law, 
human rights, and reconciliation, values that we took with us in 
joining this mission and in agreeing to do so much under United 
Nations authorization. 


@ (1345) 


[Translation] 


Nevertheless, during these critical first days, we must remain 
engaged and offer our help to Libya, which is rebuilding and 
entering a new phase. Just as it was our moral duty to intervene in 
Libya when its people were being killed by an autocratic tyrant, it is 
essential that we continue to offer our support and participate in 
building the foundations of a new Libya and that we reinforce the 
significant freedoms that were gained as a result of Canada's efforts. 


[English] 


The challenges will remain numerous. The new government has to 
undertake immense tasks, restoring public security, establishing the 
rule of law, co-ordinating humanitarian assistance. It has to begin 
national reconciliation. 


For all of these reasons, we cannot abandon Libya now. We must 
remain engaged. We must remain engaged until Libyans have a 
civilian government that is able to protect them itself. 


[Translation] 


Our military and diplomatic efforts, as the minister said during his 
speech, remain essential to achieving this goal. 


[English] 


There are still several campaigns under way, not only on a military 
one, a humanitarian one, a diplomatic one, and they are linked, as we 
have seen in places like Zabul. Without military progress, there will 
not be humanitarian relief. Basic needs of a vulnerable population 


will not be met. 


In closing, let me simply remind the House that the reasons to 
stand against the Gadhafi regime, which brought us all together in 
two previous votes behind resolutions of this House, have not 
changed. It is simply not acceptable to assume that eroding defensive 
positions around Sirte and Bani Walid will just melt away, without a 
continuing effort on the part of NATO allies, non-NATO allies, and 
Canadian Forces. That is simply not true. 
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Nor is it possible to claim that Canada's civilian effort has lagged 
behind its military effort. It is simply not true. When the member for 
Toronto Centre tells us that $10.6 million in humanitarian and other 
forms of relief is not enough, that releasing over $2 billion, far more 
than any other country, to the Libyan government to help it deliver 
basic services is not enough, that the instrumental role of Canada 


within the friends of Libya group has not been enough, that re-_ 


opening our embassy among the first countries to do so is not 
enough, we part company with him on those points, even while 
appreciating the support of some members of the opposition for this 
resolution. 


I want to thank the House for its support, for the brave men and 
women of the Canadian Forces. As the Minister of National Defence 
said, we cannot afford to leave Libya now. The gains, while 
substantial, are still fragile. The stakes are simply too high. 


I encourage all members to support the extension of our mission in 
Libya. 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I, too, want to personally thank the military 
personnel and diplomats for their hard work in accomplishing the job 
that they have done so far. 


New Democrats supported the Canadian military mission and its 
extension in June in order to ensure that civilians were protected 
from the Gadhafi regime. The member just very well acknowledged 
that Gadhafi has been ousted from power and that regime is no 
longer there. He also indicated that people from Libya need to decide 
their own future. We know that the conflict is coming to an end and, 
as one of my colleagues mentioned a while ago, it could be just a 
matter of days, if not weeks. 


Since the conflict is coming to an end, does he not think, based on 
his comments, that we should not be there on a military mission, that 
we should actually be there providing civilian expertise and 
resources for humanitarian assistance and helping with institution- 
building and democratic development? Should that not be our role? 
If we get into all of these other roles and we continue going down 
this road, will we not be setting a precedent for every other civil war 
that is out there? 


®@ (1350) 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, the reasons that led Canada 
to be involved in a military mission to protect civilians in March, 
renewed in June, are still there. There is absolutely no reason that 
any of us on this side of the House see to consider the well-being of 
civilians in Tripoli, Benghazi, now liberated, and Misrata as 
somehow more important than the well-being of civilians in Bani 
Walid and Sirte. This is one country. Libyans have the right to be 
treated equally. 


The Gadhafi regime is out of power in the capital, out of power in 
most of the country. However, Gadhafi is still at large. He is still 
paying mercenaries. Members of his family are making inflamma- 
tory statements, threatening the life and limb of the most vulnerable 
parts of the population, including women and children, hiding 
themselves in schools and hospitals. And the member opposite wants 
us to drop the military mission, to give them, these tyrants, some 
breathing space. 
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This side of the House, this government, will never accept such 
hypocrisy. 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, recently, Ambassador Sandra McCardell returned to Libya. 
She made a clandestine visit and now she is moving back. 
Newspaper comments attributed to her having some business 
interests, promoting Canadian business interests, which I think are 
useful but possibly may be interpreted in a negative light by those 
who wish to see Libya transition to a fuller and more democratic 
state. It may particularly be seen in a negative light by those who 
think it is “all about oil”. 


I would be interested in the hon. member's comments with respect 
to the issue of how we, as a nation and as part of a larger allied effort, 
engage in North Africa so that the fears of those who reside in that 
part of the world will be assuaged? 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, I think the hon. member 
opposite knows just as well as we do on this side of the House that 
the main voices calling for the involvement of Canadian companies, 
of Canada's private sector, in the reconstruction of Libya and in the 
rehabilitation of the petroleum sector, which is the lifeblood of its 
economy, have been Libyan voices. 


The new Libyan representatives to Canada have spoken in this 
regard. We have heard it from Libyan representatives at the many 
international conferences that have taken place. By encouraging our 
companies to be involved, as they were to some extent involved even 
before the conflict, we are simply responding to the deep-seated 
aspirations of the Libyan people to have an economy, to be able to 
pay their bills and to raise their standard of living after a year of 
hardship. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the NDP supported Canada's military involvement and 
also supported extending the mission, in June, in order to protect the 
people of Libya from the violence of the Gadhafi regime. The NDP's 
support for the two motions was in large part motivated by and based 
on the doctrine known as R2P, responsibility to protect. Canada was 
particularly proactive in developing this doctrine at a time when it 
truly believed in the prevention of political crises and genocides at 
the international level. 


There are a number of pillars, a number of important elements, in 
the responsibility to protect. The first pillar is that the state carries the 
primary responsibility to protect its population from genocide, war 
crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. However, 
what this doctrine says is that when a government is incapable of 
protecting its population from such crimes or dangers, or when it is 
the perpetrator of possible genocides, war crimes or crimes against 
humanity, the international community has a responsibility—an 
obligation—to intervene to protect the population, provided that it 
has the agreement of the Security Council. 


We supported the first two motions regarding the mission in Libya 
because of this principle, this doctrine. We can say that it was a great 
success. The intervention went well and the situation on the ground 
has drastically changed. 
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[English] 


I heard my colleague opposite say that Gadhafi has been ousted. 


[Translation] 


Recently, we have also heard Libyan leaders saying that the horror 
is over. The situation on the ground is therefore extremely different 
from the one that existed six months ago. 


In light of what I believe we can refer to as this success, I would 
like to take this opportunity to thank our soldiers and diplomats, who 
worked very hard to achieve this goal. 


Now that the situation on the ground has changed so much, we 
must focus on other things. Our job is not to extend the military 
intervention but, rather, to provide the expertise and civilian 
resources needed to give humanitarian assistance to the people and 
promote the building of state institutions and the development of 
democracy. 


Just two days ago, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
Ban Ki-moon, said that, a few months ago, the Security Council and 
a number of regional agencies and arrangements took on the 
challenge of taking accelerated and decisive action to protect the 
people of Libya from violence. He added that, today, we once again 
have to take accelerated and decisive action, this time to strengthen 
peace and democracy. 


Canada can play an essential role in helping Libya to rebuild 
peace. It will not be easy. I would like to quote from a very 
interesting document that was published by the World Federalist 
Movement-Canada, which aptly states: 


...post-conflict peacebuilding is extraordinarily complicated. Many states relapse 
into armed conflict, due to a variety of factors including persisting ethnic rivalries, 
lack of economic opportunities and social cohesion, and the inability of 

international actors to adapt their assistance to the political dynamics of the 
societies they seek to support. A transition to a democratic Libya, in an ethnically 
diverse country that has experienced over four decades of authoritarian rule, will 
not be easy. 


This transition will indeed be extremely difficult, but it is 
essential. It is of the utmost importance. We must start now if we do 
not want to face other problems 5, 10 or 20 years down the road that 
might force us to once again resort to the use of bombers or other 
such action. We must seize this opportunity now. The Arab spring 
must be able to fulfill all its promises. 


© (1400) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): J am sorry to interrupt 
the hon. member. He will have 13 minutes to finish his remarks after 
question period. 


We will move on to statements by members. The hon. member for 
Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission. 
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STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


COMMUNITY ACHIEVEMENT AWARD 


Mr. Randy Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to recognize the 
achievements of one of my constituents, Jacynthe Geschke. 


Jacynthe was recognized last night for her volunteer efforts with a 
community achievement award as the Naturally Autistic People 
Awards and Convention. This was one of only 11 awards given out 
worldwide this year. 


What makes Jacynthe's achievement special is that she, herself, is 
a young adult with autism. Jacynthe participates in Naturally Autistic 
training workshops and provides insight as a speaker and role model. 
She enjoys gymnastics and working with horses and she shares this 
love by working with young autistic children in various programs. 


By giving of her time, she is showing how those with disabilities 
can. use their talents to help build our society. 


October is Autism Awareness Month in Canada. I ask all members 
to please join me in congratulating Jacynthe who, in spite of her 
challenges with autism, is contributing to the lives of others. She is 
setting a good example for us all to follow. 


ANT T 0 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the recent coroner's report on the suicides in Pikanjikum shows the 
systemic negligence being faced by first nation children on reserves 
across Canada. 


Children are losing hope and killing themselves because they do 
not even have access to a proper school However, first nation 
children are not giving up. 


In her short life, Shannen Koostachin became the voice of a 
forgotten generation of first nation children. Shannen had never seen 
a real school but her fight for equal rights for children in 
Attawapiskat First Nation launched the largest youth driven child 
rights movement in Canadian history and that fight has gone all the 
way to the United Nations. 


Shannen did not live long enough to see her dream of a proper 
school realized because she died in a tragic car accident, but her 
dream lives on. 


Today, I will reintroduce: Motion No. 201, Shannen's Dream, 
which lays out the steps needed to close the funding gap and give 
first nation children the opportunity for equal education. 


This is what Shannen wrote before she died: 


But I want to also tell you about the determination in our community to build a 
better world. School should be a time for hopes and dreams of the future. Every kid 
deserves this. 


I thank Shannen. 
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MISSISSAUGA CHINESE BUSINESS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon (Mississauga East—Cooksville, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, last Friday, I had the honour of attending the 20th 
anniversary celebration of the Mississauga Chinese Business 
Association. 


Over the last 20 years, the MCBA has made significant 
contributions to our local economy and cultural diversity by 
increasing engagement and communication between members of 
the Chinese community, local organizations and all levels of 
government. The MCBA's activities aid in community integration 
and touch all aspects of community life in Mississauga. 


During the anniversary celebration, the MCBA paid tribute to the 
Chief of Police, Mike Metcalfe, for his 40 years of service to the Peel 
Regional Police Force. 


The dedication and selflessness of police officers are integral to 
our government's mandate to make Canadian streets safer. 


I would like to take this opportunity to speak on behalf of 
residents of Mississauga and thank Chief-Metcalfe for his 40 yeas of 
dedicated service to protecting our community and for making 
Mississauga the safe and prospering city it is known toxbe. 


*** 


SENIORS 


Ms. Judy Foote (Random—Burin—St. George's, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in recognition of a group of seniors in my riding 
of Random—Burin—St. George's who are proof learning is indeed a 
lifelong process. 


The Random Age-Friendly Communities Office in Clarenville has 
been offering a program for the past three years, computers for 
seniors. The program has become so popular that currently there is a 
waiting list of over 40 seniors who are anxious to learn how to be 
computer savvy: how to use email, online banking, download 
government forms and a host of other tasks previously unavailable to 
them. 


The volunteers who run the program are to be commended for 
their commitment, as are the seniors who, instead of refusing this 
modern technology, are now using it to make their lives richer. 


I ask all members of the House to join me in congratulating this 
fine group of seniors who are confirming it is never too late to 
embrace new ideas. 


Co) Saw ee 

© (1405) 

POLICE AND PEACE OFFICERS' NATIONAL MEMORIAL 
DAY 


Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, yesterday thousands 
gathered for the 34th National Police and Peace Officer Memorial on 
Parliament Hill to honour the men and women who have paid the 
ultimate sacrifice to keep Canadians safe. 


Peace Officers from hundreds of agencies across Canada and the 
United States attended to witness and pay tribute to officers who had 
fallen in the line of duty this past year. 
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One of those officers, Constable Michael Potvin, served as a 
member of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police in the small 
community of Mayo in the Yukon Territory. 


For Michael's wife Allison, brother Sean, mother Patricia, father 
Mark and, most of all, his little boy Jack who, sadly, he will never 
know, Mayo, the Yukon and indeed the country mourns with them. 


For the family, friends and colleagues of Constable Garrett Styles, 
Sergeant Ryan J. Russell, Constable Sébastien Coghlan-Goyette and 
Constable Michael Potvin, the four officers who died in the line of 
duty this past year, we are so very Sorry. | 


We thank those fine young officers on behalf of Canadians for 
their service. Rest in peace. We salute them. 


NRA 


FOOD BANKS 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, on October 1, Moose FM in Elliot Lake will 
be holding its radiothon to drum up donations for the Elliot Lake 
emergency food bank. This annual event highlights the spirit of 
volunteerism and showcases the generosity of the people of Algoma 
—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing. 


It is a sad fact that too many Canadians are turning to food banks 
as belts get tighter and budgets get squeezed. Many Canadians might 
think of hunger as an urban problem, but Food Banks Canada tell us 
that about half of Canada's food banks are located in rural 
communities. 


While the government dishes out $90,000 a day to high price 
consultants, volunteers and organizations are soliciting donations to 
fight hunger in their communities. 


Whether it is organizations such as Moose FM in Elliot Lake and 
Kapuskasing, Jane's Pantry in Iron Bridge, Iris House in Wawa, Le 
Samaritain du Nord in Hearst, Manitoulin Help Centre, or all those 
who donate, these people deserve recognition for their dedication to 
fighting hunger. 


I ask the House to join me in thanking them for their advocacy. 


XX *% 


NATURAL DISASTER 


Mr. Ben Lobb (Huron—Bruce, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on August 
21, an F3 tornado with winds estimated to have reached 280 
kilometres per hour tore through the town of Goderich, Benmiller 
and surrounding areas, causing severe damage. The downtown 
business community was devastated and residential homes were torn 
to shreds. 


Over the last month citizens of Goderich, businesses, munici- 
palities and NGOs have worked selflessly to cut down trees, remove 
rubble and help neighbours in need. 
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I would like to commend all of the police officers, firefighters and 
emergency personnel from Huron county and across the province 
who responded quickly and worked around the clock to clean up the 
destruction left by the tornado. 


I would also like to recognize the leadership of the Mayor, Deb 
Shewfelt, council and staff for their hard work and perseverance in 
uniting this community and rebuilding the town of Goderich after its 
worst natural disaster. 


Together we will rebuild the “Prettiest Town in Canada”. 


CO Dur 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Andrew Saxton (North Vancouver, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our 
government's top priority remains completing the economy recovery. 
Canadians and the voters of North Vancouver gave our Conservative 
government a strong mandate to stay focused on what matters: 
creating jobs and economic growth. 


Canada has now created nearly 600,000 net new jobs since July 
2009. That is why our Conservative government is staying the 
course with our low tax plan to create jobs and growth. The last thing 
the Canadian economy needs is a massive NDP tax hike that would 
kill jobs, stall our recovery and set Canadian families back. 


Our fragile recovery must not be put at risk by opposition 
politicians who want higher deficits, more debt and an end to 
Canada's historic status as a trading nation. 


Instead, we must implement the next phase of Canada's economic 
action plan, a program that calls for low taxes, enhanced training 
opportunities and expanded trade, which will preserve this country's 
advantage in the global economy. 


CNT DE 2 
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IAN MACDONALD AND MAURICE SNOOK 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
this August, shortly after the 69th anniversary of the raid on Dieppe, 
our community lost two veterans of that raid, Sergeant Major 
Maurice Snook and Lieutenant-Colonel Ian MacDonald, who died 
within days of one another. 


Veterans Snook and MacDonald were two of the 553 soldiers of 
the Essex Scottish Regiment who fought at Dieppe. With their 
deaths, only five regimental veterans of the raid remain. While the 
raid proved to be a military disaster, with the death of 970 Canadians 
and 1,946 prisoners, it provided valuable lessons that were used for 
D-Day. The Essex Scottish Regiment alone lost 121 men with only 
52 managing to escape. The remaining, including MacDonald and 
Snook, were taken prisoner. 


Despite the hardships they endured in German prison camps, both 
men survived. They returned home, had families and built our 
community. They continued to be engaged with the militia, with Ian 
becoming the commanding officer, and both Ine Dieppe on the 
60th anniversary of the Dieppe raid. 


Lieutenant-Colonel Ian MacDonald and Sergeant Major Maurice 
Snook, as well as being active within the community, were living 
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links to an important part of our history. They will be missed. I hope 
that while they have passed away we will never forget their sacrifices 
and contributions. 


Our condolences go out to their family, friends and the regiment. 


Kise 


POLAND 


Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I was 
troubled to see that in last Friday's print edition of the Globe and 
Mail an article on the new war museum in Dresden used the 
erroneous phrase “Polish concentration camps” in reference to the 
Nazi German concentration and extermination camps in occupied 
Poland. 


Polish citizens were victims of the brutal Nazi occupiers during 
the second world war. This phrase is offensive to the Polish people, 
who formed the largest home army resisting Nazi tyranny and fought 
shoulder to shoulder with Canadians on the western front. It insults 
the thousands of Polish righteous among the nations, who risked 
their lives to save Jewish neighbours from certain death in Hitler's 
death camps. 


This is not the first time this erroneous phrase has been used. 
Canada has been clear in our support for the UNESCO designation 
of Auschwitz as Auschwitz-Birkenau, the Nazi German concentra- 
tion and extermination camp. 


It is important for Canadians to be aware of this distinction, and I 
hope journalists will take this matter seriously and never again refer 
falsely to Polish concentration camps. 


BURNABY—DOUGLAS 


Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
on May 2 the voters of Burnaby—Douglas elected me to represent 
them in the House. I am honoured to serve as their MP and to have 
been appointed by the late Jack Layton as critic for western 
economic diversification. 


My main goal as MP is to make Burnaby an even better place to 
live within a more prosperous Canada. 


To begin this work, I am meeting with local residents, elected 
representatives, businesses, unions and NGOs. I am also consulting 
the public to help set policy directions on two critical local issues. 


The first consultation concerns TransLink's proposal to add a 
gondola to our local public transit network and includes phoning and 
surveying every affected household. 
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The second concerns Kinder Morgan's proposed expansion of the 
Trans Mountain oil pipeline and includes surveying local residents 
and voters across the province. 


I am pleased to announce that the results will be reported to 
residents as well as the House. 


wk *e* 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mr. Ed Holder (London West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians 
know our government's top priority remains completing the 
economic recovery. That is why Canadians gave our Conservative 
government a strong mandate to stay focused on what matters, 
creating jobs and economic growth. 


We know that one in five Canadian jobs is dependent on trade. As 
the Minister of International Trade has repeatedly said, Canadians 
understand that free trade is a jobs issue, because trade is good for 
the Canadian economy, trade is good for Canadian workers and trade 
is good for Canadian families. 


Today, the Prime Minister and the prime minister of the state of 
Kuwait witnessed the signing of the Canada-Kuwait foreign 
investment promotion and protection agreement. This agreement 
will help increase two-way investment, open new markets and 
support Canadian efforts to explore the growing investment 
opportunities in Kuwait. 


This is a strong demonstration of our Conservative government's 
commitment to create the right conditions for Canadian businesses to 
compete internationally. 


We know when Canadian companies succeed abroad, workers and 
their families benefit in my city of London and throughout Canada. 


we RS 
@ (1415) 


INTERNATIONAL DAY FOR DEMOCRACY 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, on the 
International Day for Democracy, I participated in the official 
founding of the Parliamentary Forum of the Community of 
Democracies, a diverse coalition of parliamentarians who have 
come together to promote and protect democratic principles, and in 
particular: to stand in solidarity with people struggling for freedom 
and democracy around the world, as in Syria and Libya; to 
strengthen democratic parliaments, particularly in new and emerging 
democracies; to advocate for greater and more effective democracy 
and governance assistance; to promote international norms that 
protect the rights of people to advance the cause of freedom and 
democracy. 


[Translation] 


I am pleased that the first decision made by this forum was to 
establish a task force to promote and protect democracy during the 
Arab spring and to stand in solidarity with the courageous people of 
Syria who are fighting for freedom and dignity. 
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LIBYA 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Saint Boniface, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today 
our government is asking Parliament for authorization to extend 
Canada's mission in Libya by three and a half months in order to 
continue protecting innocent Libyan civilians. 


The mission was launched in the wake of a UN resolution in 
March. Our government is proud of the contribution that the 
Canadian Armed Forces have made to the mission, which aims to 
protect the Libyan people from their leaders. Canada and its 
international partners must continue to show their willingness to see 
this through and help Libyans secure their future. 


There is still plenty of work to be done, but each effort made by 
Libyans to help their country reach its full potential and continue its 
progress is important. Thus, Canada will stay in Libya as long as it 
TAKES es 


Our government remains firmly committed to supporting the 
Libyan people in their next steps, so as to help them in their 
determined effort to rebuild their country and make the transition to a 
peaceful, prosperous and democratic society. 


XX % 


KEYSTONE PIPELINE 


Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last 
year the Transportation Safety Board recorded over 100 leaks in 
Canadian pipelines, including 23 leaks in the first section of the 
Keystone project, which is supposed to link Alberta to the Gulf of 
Mexico. The Keystone pipeline will prove detrimental to ecosys- 
tems, the rights of aboriginal peoples and the interests of workers. 


By promoting the Keystone project, the government is placing the 
interests of big oil companies before the interests of Quebeckers and 
Canadians who are calling for more balanced economic development 
and better environmental protection for future generations. The 
government should put an end to this project, which 1s what the 
people want. 


[English] 
THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Peter Goldring (Edmonton East, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with 
the global economy still fragile and too many Canadians still out of 
work, our government's top priority remains completing the 
economic recovery. 


Our low tax plan to create jobs and economic growth is working, 
yet the NDP continues to promote its job-killing policies. The NDP 
wants to shut down Canadian industries and put people out of work. 


Canada's oil sands are a proven strategic resource that creates jobs 
and economic opportunity in all provinces and regions in the 
country. The Keystone pipeline project will contribute to job creation 
and energy security in both Canada and the United States. 
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Our government will continue to promote Canada and the oil 
sands as a stable, secure and ethical source of energy for the world. 
The NDP is all too willing to abandon Canada's interests and 
sacrifice Canadian jobs. These job-killing policies are yet another 
worrying.example that the NDP is not— 


The Speaker: Order, please. Oral questions, the hon. member for 
Outremont. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[English] 


G8 SUMMIT 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, earlier 
this year the Prime Minister released an important documented 
entitled “Accountable Government: A Guide for Ministers and 
Ministers of State”. Could the Prime Minister tell us if it is within the 
guidelines for a minister to run government funding out of his 
constituency office? Is it within the guidelines to have inaccurate and 
incomplete information provided to the Auditor General? Also, is it 
within the guidelines to have ministers interfere in spending 
reviews? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government is focused 
on what matters to Canadians, and that would be jobs and the 
economy, not the mud-slinging by the opposition. 


Let me say again that the facts have not changed. This issue has 
been thoroughly aired. The Auditor General had all the government 
information. There is nothing more to add. 


© (1420) 


[Translation] 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
refusal to respond to the facts is telling. It is even more telling than 
the President of the Treasury Board's silence. Information continues 
to trickle out about the misappropriation of G8 funds. Access to 
information requests, searches and thorough research on our part 
were needed to begin to see the full extent of the minister's 
misbehaviour more clearly. We know that the Auditor General never 
received all of the necessary information. 


The Conservatives are saying that they have nothing to hide. If 
such is the case, I would imagine that the Prime Minister would 
agree that the House of Commons Standing Committee on Access to 
Information, Privacy and Ethics should shed some light on the whole 
issue. 

[English] 

Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, again let me say that the 
government has nothing to add because the facts have not changed. 
This matter has been thoroughly aired. The Auditor General had all 
the information that was required. 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, accord- 
ing to the minutes from meetings on the G8 legacy fund, the 
President of the Treasury Board told local mayors “...budgets in 
addition to the basic G8 Summit Management Office Budget must 
first be determined by the Prime Minister's Office”. 


Oral Questions 


Can the Prime Minister tell us how his office was the one 
determining budgets for a local slush fund? How was his office 
involved in diverting money from the border fund to help the 
member for Parry Sound—Muskoka get re-elected? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let me repeat what I said. 
Our government is focused on what matters to Canadians. That is 
jobs and the economy, not the mud-slinging by the opposition. 
Again, the facts have not changed. There is nothing more to add to 
that. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Muskoka minister had many schemes for funnelling money into 
his riding under the pretext of the G8. 


One scheme involved building a massive hockey arena and then 
telling everybody it would be used as a media centre. When the OPP 
raised questions about this pet project on security grounds, what was 
his reaction? The minister told local mayors that it was good news 
that the Prime Minister was filled with fury at police for daring to 
raise questions about security at an international summit. 


Will the member explain why the Prime Minister was so furious at 
officials who were not willing to rubber-stamp his every whim? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there has been a lot of good 
news from the infrastructure funding in that area. Again, let me say 
quite clearly that our government is focused on what matters to 
Canadians, and that would be jobs and the economy. The facts have 
not changed. There is nothing to say. This issue has been thoroughly 
aired. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
when the Conservatives have to bring in foreign affairs to cover up 
for the President of the Treasury Board, the fact is very clear that 
they have some serious explaining to do. 


For example, they spent $21 million on an Olympic-size hockey: 
arena complete with a swimming pool that they tried to pass off as an 
international media centre which was never used. Also, the minister 
told local mayors that he would intervene with bureaucrats if they 
tried to check on the funding. 


We know what the minister was trying to hide, but what is not so 
clear is why the Prime Minister was so personally furious when 
officials stepped in. What is it that the Prime Minister was trying to 
hide? When is the government going to come clean for the member's 
refusal to— 


The Speaker: Order. The hon. parliamentary secretary. 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this government has 
nothing to hide. The facts have not changed. This matter has been 
thoroughly aired. The Auditor General had all the information that 
was needed. Let me tell the member again that that this government 
is focused on jobs and the economy. 
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THE ECONOMY 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to ask the Minister of Finance a question. 


I know he has returned from Washington and from other 
discussions about the international situation. It seems pretty clear 
in listening to the debate and discussion that many, including the 
president of the IMF herself and others, have talked about the risk of 
too much austerity at a time when there is a.genuine and real risk of a 
deep recession taking hold not only in Europe but across the 
developed world. 


Does the minister not realize there is an equal risk to the dangers 
that cuts and austerity can pose to the chances of recovery? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our government continues to be focused on jobs and the economy. 
The world economic situation is fragile. We are seeing some 
weakening of global economic growth. Canada, of course, is 
relatively well positioned. Our economic fundamentals are strong. 
Our fiscal fundamentals are strong. In fact, we are the envy of most 
of the other countries in the G7 and for that matter in the G20. 


Having said that, at the G20 summit in Toronto, the leaders agreed 
that we would carefully calibrate what needs to be done by 
individual countries. 


© (1425) 
[Translation] 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am trying 
to understand exactly what the Minister of Finance is trying to say. 


Clearly, Canada, like the United States and Europe, is not immune 
to these problems. The president of the International Monetary Fund 
spoke clearly about the danger of excessive restraint. The Bank of 
Montreal economist said the same thing: we must not smother 
economic growth. 


Can the Minister of Finance explain why there is no economic 
program or why there has been no discussion here in the House of 
Commons in this regard? 

[English] 

Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it 
is just the opposite, of course. There are a number of initiatives that 
our government is involved in with the public sector and private 
sector in Canada now. We continue work sharing. We have a new 
hiring credit for small business. I hope that the opposition parties, 
including the third party, would support these initiatives in the 
second budget implementation bill. We are continuing with our tax 
reductions which stimulate the creation of jobs in Canada. 


Having said all of that, different countries will respond in their 
unique circumstances. We will be flexible and pragmatic in Canada. 


*** 


THE ENVIRONMENT 
Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it would 
certainly be a refreshing change. 


I would like to ask a question of the Minister of the Environment. 
It is very clear the government has a policy that promotes the 
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development of the oil sands and promotes the export of the oil from 
the oil sands. What is not clear— 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 
Hon. Bob Rae: Wait for it; don't applaud too soon. 


Mr. Speaker, what is not clear is that we have a policy with respect 
to sustainability. Could the minister tell us, why is it that the 
government has failed to develop a coherent approach on climate 
change, on the reduction of greenhouse gases and on producing a 
truly sustainable policy? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I assure my hon. colleague that cleaner air, cleaner water 
and active stewardship of our great natural spaces remain key 
priorities of this government, even in times of fiscal restraint. 


I would inform my colleague that according to the World Health 
Organization, Canada ranks third in the world in terms of air quality. 
This is something all Canadians can take pride in. We take pride in 
our regulatory approach to greenhouse gases. We are moving 
forward sector by sector. 


[ Translation | 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the Prime 
Ministerclaims that approval of the Keystone XL pipeline project is a 
complete no-brainer. The problem is that, too often, the Conserva- 
tives act without their brains. The government did not use its brain 
before deciding to support a project that will harm our environment, 
our economy and our energy security. 


Will the government listen to Canadians and think before saying 
yes to Keystone? 


[English] 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, we know that the oil sands are a proven strategic 
resource for Canada and that they provide jobs right across the 
country. The Keystone XL pipeline is going to contribute to job 
creation and energy security both here and in the United States. 


Our government is going to continue to promote the oil sands as a 
stable, secure and ethical source of energy for the world. 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is really’ 
disappointing to hear that the government has one set of rules for its 
oil industry friends and another set of rules for the rest of us. How 
else can the minister justify a project that adds more greenhouse gas 
emissions to the oil sands, which are already growing so fast they are 
overwhelming any emission savings coming from other sectors? 
Why the double standard? 


When will the minister finally stand up for Canadians and say no 
to this misguided project? 
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Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, the NDP members should stop taking the side of the 
extremists who want to kill Canadian jobs. They have made it clear 
they want to shutter new development of the oil sands. They are 
willing to destroy hundreds of thousands of jobs across the country. 


They can go outside and join with those dozens of protestors, but 
we are going to stand with the hundreds of thousands of Canadians 
who depend on the oil sands. 


@ (1430) 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians want sustainable livelihoods for themselves and their 
children, not a mass export pipeline that will pour away the benefits 
of our natural resources while leaving us with the environmental tab. 
The government is out of touch with the realities facing Canadian 
workers. Why is the minister selling out Canadians' jobs at the 
expense of our environment? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, let me talk a little about jobs. The oil sands 
development supports right now 130,000 direct jobs. It supports 
390,000 jobs across Canada today. By 2020 that number will rise to 
480,000, and if the Keystone XL pipeline is approved, with the extra 
product that will be shipped through there, the number will rise to 
620,000 jobs. 


Why is the NDP opposed to that kind of job development? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, under 
this government, the National Energy Board has never worried about 
creating jobs in our country before approving the pipeline project. It 
is as though it does not think jobs in Canada are in the public 
interest. 


Will the minister protect Canadian jobs by ordering the National 
Energy Board to assess the impact of the Keystone XL pipeline on 
Canadian workers? 

[English] 

Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I do not know if the member heard the last answer. Let 
me repeat that right now there are 130,000 direct jobs that are tied to 
oil sands development. There are 390,000 people across the country 
who rely on the oil sands and the development of them for their jobs. 
The number will rise to 620,000 jobs if the Keystone XL pipeline is 
approved. 


Why does the NDP oppose that? It should get on board and 
support us as we move ahead, promote the economy and support 
economic recovery in this country. 


SRE 


THE ECONOMY 
Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
instead of just exporting raw, unprocessed resources, when it comes 
to the economy, the Prime Minister has one message for Canadians 
and another for people abroad. In an interview in New York he 
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pointed to his own corporate tax giveaways that are not working and 
he said that trillions of dollars are sitting on the sidelines and that we 
have to get that money back into the economy. We agree. 


When will the government practise what it preaches and take real 
action to create Canadian jobs? Where is the jobs plan? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
am afraid the member opposite was not listening last week. I think 
more than once last week we reminded the opposition that more than 
600,000 net new jobs have been created in Canada since the 
recession ended. This is the best job creation record in the G7. 


We need to continue to work on the unemployment problem in 
Canada, of course. We want to make sure as many people as possible 
are employed in Canada. I welcome any suggestions the member 
opposite has. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Conservatives do not understand the real need to take action on 
the economy to help people. Even the Governor of the Bank of 
Canada recently declared that the government could improve the 
situation with strategic investments. 


When will the Prime Minister listen to his own advisers? When 
will he support real job creators, such as businesses that invest, and 
not companies that keep their idle capital in their own coffers? 


[English] 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the economic action plan has been very successful so far. We are into 
its second phase in job creation in Canada. 


It is important to maintain strong fiscal fundamentals in our 
country. We see, from other countries in Europe now, the danger of 
accumulating deficits and large public debt. 


One of the members of this House was in agreement on that point. 
She said that we know the situation in Canada is very different from 
that in the United States, that out debt to GDP ratio is the best in the 
G7 and that we do not have a debt crisis in Canada. Who said that? It 
was the member for Parkdale—High Park in August 2011. 


k + + 
@ (1435) 


PENSIONS 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, last week, Canada's stock index plummeted 7.5%. That 
number represents billions of dollars in lost retirement savings for 
millions of everyday Canadians and yet there has been no action 
from the government to help ensure Canadians can plan for their 
retirement. 


In a time of declining markets, will this out-of-touch government 
keep insisting that we roll the dice on more private pension plans or 
will it finally take real action to strengthen Canada's secure public 
pensions? 
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Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I welcome the opportunity to actually tell the hon. member 
what we have done for retirement income for seniors. We have 
actually cut their taxes by $2 billion, that is one benefit, through 
pension income splitting. I believe the NDP voted against that. 


We have been consulting with Canadians. We have been 
consulting with our partners, the provinces. We have come up with 
a pooled registered pension plan that will actually provide a pension 
for millions of Canadians who now do not have one. 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the government's half-baked pooled registered pension 
scheme is not good enough. 


The government is simply insisting that hard-hit Canadians double 
down on the same private plans that have failed so many. What 
Canadians and provincial leaders are asking for is some basic 
retirement security. 


When will the out-of-touch government stop gambling with 
Canadians' retirement? When will it increase the stable guaranteed 
CPP, QPP benefits that people can actually rely on? 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, I would remind that hon. member that we have partners in 
this and those partners are the provinces and territories. 


I spent this summer consulting with them. In fact, they do agree 
with us about a pooled registered pension plan to provide pensions to 
the 60% of Canadians who do not have a workplace pension plan at 
all. We think that is an incredible amount of people we can help. The 

‘pooled registered pension plan is a plan that will actually provide a 
pension for those folks to help them in their retirement. The 
provinces are onside. 


[Translation] 


HIGHWAY INFRASTRUCTURE 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil-Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Champlain Bridge, the busiest bridge in Canada, has reached the 
end of its life. If it were to close, Montreal's economy would lose 
some $740 million a year. That would mean $740 million less for the 
Quebec and Canadian economies. That figure is from a Federal 
Bridge Corporation report dated January 2011. 


Why did the Conservatives hide that report for nine months? Why 
are the Conservatives jeopardizing the Canadian economy and 
especially Montreal's economy? 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to begin by thanking the hon. 
member for his question and his interest in the Champlain Bridge. 


First of all, our government has invested resources in order to 
ensure that the Champlain Bridge stays open and is safe. We will 
continue working hard to improve infrastructure in Montreal and 
across the country. However, I would like to know why the hon. 
member voted against the investments that are keeping that bridge 
open. 
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[English] 
THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
climate change is not going away just because the government is 
cutting science. 


Canada is currently projected to reduce emissions by one-quarter 
of what is needed to meet its 2020 target. A government that leads 
instead of follows would have a plan in place for the remaining 75%. 


Why is the government failing to take any moral responsibility for 
our children's future? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would remind my colleague that we do have a 
comprehensive plan to meet our 2020 targets of reducing Canada's 
greenhouse gas emissions by 17% from 2005 base levels. We started 
with the two largest emitting sectors, transportation and now coal- 
fired electricity, and we will, with the assistance of the provinces and 
territories, continue to regulate other heavy emitters. 


© (1440) 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, sustain- 
able development of Canada's energy sector is key to our future but 
the government has failed to show any leadership. What the 
Conservatives do not understand is that it is impossible to have a 
strong economy without a strong environment. 


With today's protest in Ottawa on the government's lack of 
leadership, when will the Prime Minister get his head out of the 
sands and produce a sustainable energy strategy for Canada's future? 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secrètary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, our government is concentrating on what is important 
to Canadians and that is jobs and economic growth. He made 
reference to the oil sands. As I mentioned, the oil sands are 
responsible for jobs right across this country. As we are working 
with industry and Canadians to build our economy, we are also 
ensuring we are taking care of the environment at the same time. 


[Translation | 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we just do 
not see that. Canada needs an energy strategy that recognizes that the 
economy, energy and the environment are all important. The 
government does not seem to understand that a strong economy 
depends on a healthy environment. 


In light of the demonstrations taking place on the Hill today, when 
will the government come up with a sustainable energy strategy for 
Canada's future? 
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[English] 

Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned, our government's focus is on jobs and 
the economy, and the energy sector, of course, is key to Canada's 
economic future. It employs hundreds of thousands of Canadians 
across the country. 


The collaborative approach we have taken with the provincial 
governments is working. It is helping to ensure that our resources are 
developed in a responsible manner. We are going to work with the 
provinces to improve regulations and diversify the marketplace. We 
look forward to a good relationship with them in the future as we 
have had in the past. . 


xk * 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, first we 
have the misuse of DND resources for fishing trips and lobsterfests 
and now we see the Minister of National Defence launch into a no- 
holds barred attack on the senior leadership of the Canadian Forces. 


This past weekend, the Minister of National Defence told the 
Halifax Herald that “military accounting is like military intelligence, 
it is OXymoronic”. 


Why is the Minister of National Defence insulting military 
professionals and their work? When did the minister lose confidence 
in the Canadian Forces? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member is wrong. I have nothing but the highest 
confidence in the military leadership on down through the ranks. 
They are doing outstanding work for us internationally with 16 
different missions around the world, here at home and abroad. I 
continue to have the utmost confidence in all the men and women 
who wear the uniform of the Canadian Forces. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it has also 
been reported that the Department of National Defence is losing 
public affairs officers because Conservative political staff are 
berating those in uniform and pushing them to keep a lid on bad 
news stories. 


Why is the minister and the Prime Minister's Office trying to make 
these officials tools of the Conservatives? What are they trying to 
hide? 

Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): 
Again, Mr. Speaker, the member is wrong. He is using hyperbole. 
What we have are public affairs practitioners in the Canadian Forces 
who are in high demand. Clearly, leaving the military at a 20-year 
mark, especially after they have clearly established marketable and 
transferrable skills, is common. It is common in all departments. It is 
common in demographics throughout the Government of Canada. 
These are people who we value. Members of the public service in 
Canada are working very hard in every department. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the revelations about staff cuts in the office of the Minister 
of Defence by the Prime Minister's Office indicate that the Minister 
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of National Defence has lost the confidence of the most senior 
officials of this government. 


Is this due to the use of military resources for a fishing trip, or to 
attend a lobster festival? 


Can the Prime Minister tell us his position on the personal use of 
DND resources? 


[English] 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I said last week, I spent some time in Newfoundland and 
Labrador in 2010. At that time, I cut my vacation short to take part in 
government business. As a result of that trip, we have now 
confirmed that the military has said publicly that I took part in a 
previously planned search and rescue demonstration. Government 
assets are used for government business and that is what happened in 
this instance. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, a number of leaks to the media indicate that there are major 
problems at the Department of National Defence. 


The departure of a large number of public affairs officers over the 
past two years due to political interference and micromanagement by 
the Prime Minister's Office indicates that there is a deep malaise. 


Is the mass exodus from DND related to this interference? Does 
the Minister of National Defence still control his department? 


@ (1445) 
[English] 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we have had an extremely high tempo of operations in the 
Canadian Forces over the past number of years, which also applies to 
the public servants, which is the civilian side of the department. As a 
result, many of the public affairs practitioners are in very high 
demand in the private sector and some have chosen to take positions 
in the private sector. We are grateful for their service. 


As to leaks, leaks are usually as reliable as the courage of the 
individuals who come forward behind them. 


we * 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon (Mississauga East—Cooksville, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, last week The Globe and Mail used the phrase, “Polish 
concentration camps” in reference to the Nazi German concentration 
and extermination camps in occupied Poland. 


Brave Polish citizens were the victims of Nazi occupiers and not 
the perpetrators of their evil crimes. 
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The reference in the The Globe and Mail article was an insult to 
thousands of Polish Righteous Among the Nations who risked their 
lives to save Jewish neighbours. 


Could the minister update the House on what our government has 
done to correct the offensive misconception about the existence of 
Polish concentration camps? 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. member for 
raising this important and sensitive matter. 


He is absolutely right that it is offensive to the memory of so many 
Poles who fought the Nazi occupation and invasion and who have 
been declared Righteous Among the Gentiles to refer to Nazi 
concentration camps as being Polish ones. 


That is why the Government of Canada has supported at 
UNESCO the official designation of the Nazi German concentration 
and extermination camps in occupied Poland. 


Let there be no mistake about this point in history. The 
Government of Canada certainly asks that all people be sensitive 
to the legitimate historic concerns of the Polish community in this 
regard. 


CRUE 


GOVERNMENT FUNDING 


Mr. Tyrone Benskin (Jeanne-Le Ber, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Canada's national public broadcaster has been increasingly under- 
funded under the government's watch. Since 2006, funding for the 
CBC has dropped to an all-time low. 


The government is responsible for the slow silencing of Canada's 
only national voice. From deceptive propaganda campaigns to 
petitions circulated by Conservative members for its complete 


defunding, the government's plans for our public broadcaster are 


clear. 


Will the Conservative government end its anti-Canadian venture 
and come out in clear support of the CBC and provide true and stable 
funding for this Canadian institution? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if that question does not 
point out how out of touch the NDP members are with taxes and 
spending, I do not know what does. 


The NDP members say that CBC is grossly underfunded, but $1 
billion is a lot of money. The CBC is receiving a lot of money from 
taxpayers. We have ensured that the CBC is accountable to taxpayers 
by ensuring that access to information applies to the CBC. 


However, we also made a commitment to Canadians that we will 
balance the budget by 2015, and CBC will do its part. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Tyrone Benskin (Jeanne-Le Ber, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
important achievements of the CBC in its 75-year history have 
proven its worth. The CBC contributes to Canadians' feeling of 
belonging. It is an important institution to Canadians from coast to 
coast. 
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Will the Conservatives stop attacking the CBC and finally support 
the only truly national broadcaster? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let us be clear. We will 
keep the promise we made to taxpayers to have a balanced budget by 
2015. Therefore, we will ask everyone—all departments and all 
crown corporations—to come up with ways of finding the amounts 
needed to balance the budget by 2015. The CBC will do its share; 
that is certain. We are working with the corporation to find these 
amounts, and it will do its share to achieve a balanced budget by 
2015. 


[English] 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government has its priorities backward. It claims to be worried about 
crime, but it is cutting back the Canada Border Service Agency in 
Windsor itself, one of the busiest border crossings and a favourite 
route for gun and drug smugglers to go through. 


How can this be about saving money when the government diverts 
millions of dollars of border money and infrastructure money into a 
G8 slush fund? 


When will the Conservatives see reason, put public safety first, 
rescind these cuts and put Canadians' interests instead of their own 
interests forward? 


@ (1450) 


Ms. Candice Hoeppner (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Canadian 
people have given this government a strong mandate to keep our 
streets safe, and that includes our borders. We are doing that by 
investing, we are doing that by ensuring that criminals receive 
minimum times for the crimes they commit. 


We ask the NDP to get on board and support our crime measures, 
which include protecting our borders. 


XX * 


SERVICE CANADA 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Canadian voters did not give the Conservatives a mandate to cut off 
the front-line services that protect our streets every single day. 


They are also slashing 73 Service Canada jobs in Windsor alone. 
These folks process employment insurance requests from across the 
country and just won a national service award. 


How does the Conservative member reward them? He actually 
gave them a pink slip and showed them the door. It is unacceptable. 


What we have right now is money in the millions for consultants, 
pet projects and joyrides in jets, but cutbacks for those who help the 
unemployed. It is unacceptable and it has to be reversed. 
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Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians gave our government a 
strong mandate to complete Canada's economic recovery and return 
to balanced budgets. Improving the way we deliver EI services to 
Canadians by modernizing is one way in which we will accomplish 
that goal. There are no Service Canada offices closing and no impact 
on in-person services offered. At this time it is premature to 
speculate on any specific impacts to any employees. 


Our government is committed to effective and efficient use of 
taxpayers’ hard-earned dollars. 


Ke) eee 


HEALTH 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the last 
first ministers' meeting on health care was in 2005, a year after the 
signing of the 2004 health accord. Since then, every report tracking 
the accord's progress cites lack of federal leadership for failure to 
achieve important goals. 


The provinces, the Canadian Medical Association, the Wait Time 
Alliance and the Canadian Public Health Association all urge the 
Prime Minister to convene a first ministers' meeting as soon as 
possible. 


Will the Prime Minister commit here and now to meet with the 
premiers? What is he waiting for? 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, since forming government, we have been supporting the 
provinces and the territories with the rollout of the present accord, 
which expires in 2014. We are committed to extending the 6% 
annual increase in transfer payments to the provinces and the 
territories while we negotiate the accord, but it is also important that 
the federal moneys sent to them are also improving the health 
outcomes of Canadians. 


XX % 


G8 SUMMIT 


Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, members on this side of the House have been asking 
questions of the President of the Treasury Board about the G8 legacy 
fund for over a year. He has yet to answer one such question. 


Will the minister, as part of the government that rode into power 
on the white horse of accountability and also as a former member of 
a provincial government that wreaked havoc on Ontario's books, 
finally stand in his place and explain his actions to Canadians? 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I think Canadians would 
like to concentrate on some good news. 


Let us listen to what the best finance minister in the world said: 
over 600,000 jobs. 


Let us see what the best justice minister in the world said. He said 
we focus on the victims, not on the criminals. 
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Let us see what the best defence minister said. He said we will 
invest in the armed forces, which have done an excellent job in 
Libya, and the best Treasury Board president will bring a balanced 
budget to this government. 


[Translation] 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Mr. Speaker, while the 
suicide rate in Canada has declined in recent years, in the aboriginal 
communities it remains tragically high. The most alarming statistic is 
the rate of suicide among young aboriginals, which is five to six 
times higher than for other Canadians. They have no recreational 
activities, no youth centres, no extracurricular programs and no 
hope. 


When will this government finally take action to support young 
aboriginals and young Canadians? 


[English] 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, too many Canadians have to deal with the anguish of losing 
a loved one. That is why our government is funding programs that 
build on the strength of protective factors, such as ensuring family 
and community support systems are in place. 


In budget 2010 our government invested $65 million to 
implement the national aboriginal youth suicide prevention strategy 
to assist over 150 community-based projects across Canada. 


@ (1455) 


Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Mr. Speaker, sadly, over the 
weekend a young person living in Cross Lake, Manitoba, took his 
own life, the second in as many weeks. His community has been 
asking for federal support for youth programming for a long time. 
Young people are still waiting. 


Instead of talking about out-of-control youth, when will the 
government stand up and support young people in aboriginal 
communities so that they can gain control over their lives? When 
will the government act to put an end to the high suicide rates among 
Canada's aboriginal people and stand up for Canada's young people? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have recognized 
that there are issues with our first nations communities. That is why 
we entered into a joint action plan with the National Chief of the 
Assembly of First Nations. We are working on four major pillars, 
including education and economic development. 


These are ways that we can work with willing partners to boost the 
health and prosperity of our first nations communities. We are 
investing in the right areas and we will plan to continue to do so. 
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INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mr. Devinder Shory (Calgary Northeast, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
today the Minister of International Trade signed a foreign investment 
promotion and protection agreement with Kuwait. 


Our government's top priority remains completing the economic 
recovery. That is why Canadians gave our Conservative government 
a strong mandate to stay focused on what matters: creating jobs and 
economic growth. 


Could the dynamic and hard-working Minister of International 
Trade explain to the House how Canadian workers and their families 
will benefit from the foreign investment promotion and protection 
agreement? 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. 
member for Calgary Northeast for the excellent question and for his 
hard work to advance our job-creating pro-trade plan. 


The agreement he refers to will encourage two-way trade and 
investment by providing certainty and predictability for investors. 
This will in turn create jobs and economic growth for Canadian 
workers and their families. Canadians intuitively understand that 
expanded trade is key to their long-term prosperity. 


We will continue to take measures that broaden and deepen our 
trading relationships. It is too bad the opposition parties do not agree. 


kK * 


SEARCH AND RESCUE 


Hon. Gerry Byrne (Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, the Minister of National Defence continues to insist 
that his commandeering of a search and rescue helicopter for his 
personal fishing camp taxi was a logical opportunity for a training 
mission. 


Out of the 30-minute ride that was taken, what new information 
did the minister receive? Specifically, what was the objective of the 
mission? What equipment was used? Was there an actual practical 
demonstration of the technician/victim hoist within the 30-minute 
ride, which is a principal use of that platform? 


Could the minister confirm or deny that his use of this asset was 
originally turned down by— 
The Speaker: Order. The hon. Minister of National Defence. 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Yes, 
Mr. Speaker, the demonstration did occur. 


Using the same calculations as the media and the member's party 
have been using, I now know that the member for Bonavista— 
Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor took a five-hour demonstration in a 
Cormorant. Using that calculation, that would be $160,000 of 
taxpayers’ money. 


[ Translation] 


AFGHANISTAN 


Mrs. Sadia Groguhé (Saint-Lambert, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government has broken a promise it made to the Afghans who risked 
their lives alongside the Canadian Forces. The special immigration 
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program ended this month. It was a program that was supposed to 
allow Afghan interpreters to live in safety in Canada. Two out of 
every three applications were denied. 


Can the minister responsible explain why this program was not 
changed in order to achieve its objective? 


@ (1500) 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member is 
mistaken. 


Indeed, no commitment was made to the interpreters who worked 
with the Canadian Forces or with our international development 
agency in Kandahar. Three years ago we introduced a discretionary 
program, which included certain parameters to ensure that the 
applicants were qualified to come to Canada as permanent residents. 
The initial estimate was roughly 400 to 500 people and we will 
exceed that objective by welcoming more than 500 former Afghan 
interpreters to Canada. 


[English] 
LIBYA 


Mrs. Cheryl Gallant (Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, Canada has played an active role in the UN-mandated, 
NATO-led mission in Libya. In light of recent events showing the 
anti-Gadhafi forces gaining strength across the country, could the 
Minister of Defence tell us why the continued mission in Libya is 
necessary? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as the member for Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke said, 
the Canadian Forces are playing a key role in the enforcement of the 
international community's mission to support the people of Libya 
and protect them from the brutal Gadhafi forces. In fact, today parts 
of Libya still remain under the iron fist of Gadhafi. On the weekend, 
his daughter gave a broadcast that indicated such. 


Our. government is very proud of the brave men and women in 
uniform, and their families, whose leadership and efforts have been 
instrumental in this mission's success to date. 


We will continue to work with our NATO allies and partners who 
enforce the terms of UN Security Council resolutions, and I urge all 
parliamentarians taking part in today's debate to support Canada's 
continuation with this important work in helping the— 


The Speaker: Order, please. 


The hon. member for Laurier—Sainte-Marie. 
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| Translation | 


TUNISIA 


Ms. Héléne Laverdiére (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, Canada is now refusing to be considered part of an 
electoral riding in a foreign assembly, even though the government 
agreed to such requests in the past. 


This change will mean that over 15,000 Tunisians living in 
Canada will not be able to vote in the upcoming Tunisian election. 


How can the government brag about supporting democracy in 
Tunisia when it is denying Tunisians living here the right to vote, 
even though other countries have no objection? 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we had this question last 
week and we were quite clear. This government understands how 
important it is to Canadians to exercise their democratic rights, but 
new Canadians are particularly insistent on participating in our 
democracy. We will not agree to making Canada a riding in another 
system, in a foreign system. That is why we will continue to support 
the democratic transition in Tunisia without agreeing to— 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Haute- 
Gaspésie—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia. 


KK * 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Jean-Francois Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, when it comes to natural 
resources, the government only cares about short-term profit. 


_ By way of evidence, the Prime Minister said that the economic 
case for the Keystone mega-pipeline is overwhelming, despite 
disastrous consequences for both workers and the environment. 


Why is the Minister of Natural Resources trying to do everything 
he can to please big oil instead of listening to the hundreds of people 
here on Parliament Hill today who are opposed to the increasingly 
uncontrolled development of the oil sands? 


[English] 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, as I said before, our government is concentrating on 
what is important to Canadians, and that is jobs and economic 
growth. As I mentioned before, the oil sands and their development 
are responsible right now for almost 400,000 jobs across this 
country. That is in every area and region of this country, and that 
number is expected to grow. That is how many jobs the opposition 
says “no” to when it bashes the oil sands. 


We know the importance of getting the environmental challenges 
right. That is why we are investing in new technology. We are 
working with industry and the provinces to ensure the environment 
is protected as the economy grows. 
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POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, on a point of order, arising out of question period, the hon. 
member for St. John's East seemed to be attributing a quote to me 
that would drive a wedge between the Canadian Forces and myself 
as minister. 


I do not want to attribute motives, but it would appear that what 
the member for St. John's East was referring to was an article in a 
Nova Scotia paper that references a quote from the member for 
Scarborough—Guildwood. 


Now it seems to be a case of mixed members or perhaps mistaken 
identity. I would like to give the member for St. John's East the 
opportunity to stand up and retract that attribution of a quote that I 
would describe as quite defamatory and insulting to members of the 
military in terms of military intelligence being oxymoronic. 


I know the member would not want to leave any other impression, 
other than the correct one, before the House. 


@ (1505) 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, if the 
member was misquoted by me, I certainly apologize and take it back. 


Ck a 3 


SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 
BILL C-10—NOTICE OF TIME ALLOCATION MOTION 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have a point of order relating to 
Bill C-10. 


Bill C-10, Safe Streets and Communities Act contains nine bills 
that have been before the House for much of the last five years. In 
fact, it has been 7,242 days since those bills were first introduced, if 
we combine them all. That is almost 20 years. There have been 187 
speeches in this place and debate on 31 different sitting days. 


I would have hoped that by now the opposition would allow 
members of the House to actually vote on that. It appears the 
opposition is looking to further delay and obstruct this bill. 


Our government did get a strong mandate from Canadians to 
implement these policies from the last election. We committed to 
passing that bill within 100 sitting days. It is with this in mind. 


[Translation] 


Therefore, I would like to advise that an agreement could not be 
reached under the provisions of Standing Order 78(1) or 78(2) with 
respect to the second reading stage of Bill C-10, An Act to enact the 
Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to amend the State 
Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled Drugs and 
Substances. Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release Act, the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee Protection 
Act and other Acts. 


Under the provisions of Standing Order 78(3), I give notice that a 
minister of the Crown will propose at the next sitting a motion to 
allot a specific number of days or hours for the consideration and 
disposal of proceedings at the said stage. 
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Routine Proceedings 
[English] 
POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, arising from question period, my point of 
order is about a mission that I went on where I joined the armed 
forces on a pre-planned search and rescue mission. I know exactly 
what happened there. It was an exercise off the coast of Fogo Island, 
as well as inland. 


The minister did say, though, in his answer that it cost $160,000 
for five hours, which basically comes down to $32,000 per hour. 
When we said to the former parliamentary secretary that it was 
$32,000, he said that number was nonsense. 


I would like for the minister and the former parliamentary 
secretary to get together and provide information to the House about 
what exactly the number is. 


The Speaker: That seems to be a continuation of debate. If the 
member wishes, he can take it up at the next question period. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 
PETITIONS 
ASBESTOS 


Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
have the honour of presenting one of many petitions from my riding 
of Hamilton Mountain today that calls on the House of Commons to 
ban asbestos in all its forms and issue a just transition program for 
asbestos workers and the communities in which they work. 


This petition is particularly apropos today when the leading 
asbestos exporter is in town asking for $58 million from the Quebec 
and Canadian governments to develop a new asbestos mine. This is 
despite the fact that we know that asbestos is the greatest industrial 
killer that the world has ever known. It is banned for use in our 
country, yet Canada remains one of the largest producers and 
exporters of asbestos. It is more than ironic that we are taking 
asbestos out of Parliament buildings because of its deadly nature, yet 
we continue to export asbestos to other countries in the world. 


To boot, as the petitioners rightly point out, Canada spends 
millions, of dollars subsidizing the asbestos industry, which the 
signators refer to as “corporate welfare for corporate serial killers’. 


It is time Canada started acting with integrity on this issue. The 
petitioners call upon the government to stop blocking international 
health and safety conventions designed to protect workers from 
asbestos, such as the Rotterdam convention. 


I know that the rules of the House do not allow me to endorse this 
petition, but let me conclude by saying that for the first time I find 
myself agreeing with former Conservative cabinet minister, Chuck 
Strahl, who is now joining the chorus of Canadians urging the Prime 
Minister to move on chrysotile asbestos. 
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@ (1510) 
TANNING BEDS 


Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to present today hundreds of names in support of my private 
member's bill in the last session of Parliament, Bill C-497. My 
private member's bill, which I plan on re-tabling in this session of 
Parliament, called upon the government to establish better labelling 
requirements for tanning beds to ensure that people understand that 
tanning beds are carcinogenic, that the World Health Organization 
has rated them as the highest cancer risk category, and that they do 
create melanoma skin cancer and other types of skin cancer. 


We have seen hundreds of deaths per year from melanoma and 
other cancers caused because of exposure to sun and UV radiation. 
We need to ensure there is a positive public awareness campaign and 
the proper labelling of tanning beds, so that people are aware of the 
dangers they undertake. 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, as 
we all know, Canadian wheat farmers in the Prairies want to retain 
the Canadian Wheat Board. A vast majority have clearly indicated 
that in a plebiscite. 


This petition is calling for the government to be respective of what 
the Canadian prairie farmers really want. We appeal to the minister : 
reponsible for the wheat board to do the honourable thing and listen 
to what those prairie farmers are saying and allow the Canadian 
Wheat Board to continue on. 


It is with pleasure that I table this petition here today. 
SHARK FINNING 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
it is my great honour to present today to the House of Commons a 
petition started by constituents in Saanich—Gulf Islands, particularly 
Alisa Preston and the group of divers to which she belongs. They 
enjoy scuba diving. They love our marine environment and strangely 
enough one might think, they want to protect sharks. They have the 
fear that many of us have, having read the science, that the shark 
populations of the world are plummeting. They are primarily 
plummeting for one exotic dish, that of shark fin soup. 


These petitioners, 400 in number and more flooding into my 
office every day from right across Canada, urge that the government 
take action to ban the possession of shark fins, so that we can bring 
this trade to an end. 


With great respect toward those people for whom this is a 
traditional and cultural activity, it is time to put an end to shark fin 
capture and possession, and shark fin soup. 
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THE ENVIRONMENT 


Mr. David Tilson (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a petition from a number of people all over Ontario opposing a 
mega quarry in the Melancthon Township in Dufferin County, which 
will be about 2,300 acres. The petitioners are calling on the 
Government of Canada to conduct an environmental assessment 
under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. 


FISHERIES 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise today to present a petition regarding 
the state of the fisheries. 


For the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, in many cases 
examples of mismanagement were in play, perhaps due to the lack of 
resources in the department itself, among other reasons. This petition 
specifically calls upon the government to initiate a public inquiry 
into all aspects of the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, with an 
emphasis on fisheries management and to dismantle the current 
structure of DFO and put in place a model that takes into account 
fisheries science, with an emphasis on serving the fishermen who 
make a living from the industry. 


I would like to point out that the vast majority of signatures on this 
particular petition are from Ontario. 


IRAN 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to table two petitions today, each of which speaks to and 
condemns Iran's fourfold violations of international law, namely, 
peace, security and human rights including: first, its standing 
violation of international prohibitions against the development and 
production of nuclear weapons; second, Iran's standing violation of 
the prohibition against incitement to genocide; third, Iran's leading 
state sponsorship of international terrorism; and fourth, Iran's 
massive violations of the domestic rights of its own citizens. 


Accordingly, the petitioners call upon the Government of Canada 
to: first, adopt and enact the Iran accountability act now before the 
House; second, to adopt and implement the unanimous recommen- 
dations of the foreign affairs committee report on Ahmadinejad's 
Iran threat to international peace, international law and human rights; 
third, to sanction these human rights violations; and fourth, to hold 
the Iranian leaders to account before the International Criminal Court 
for their crimes against humanity. 


ee 
@ (1515) 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Paul Calandra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Canadian Heritage, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I ask that all questions 
be allowed to stand. 

The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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Privilege 
PRIVILEGE 
NOTICE OF PROPOSED PROCUREMENT CONCERNING CANADIAN WHEAT 
BOARD 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I was very 
reluctant to add to my original question of privilege but felt I must 
because of the government's late input on this matter last Friday in an 
attempt to misrepresent the question I presented to the House on 
September 19. 


It continues to put forward a position that only the House can take. 
That is the substance of my argument. It is presumptuous on the part 
of the government to think otherwise. It has put forward the position 
that the notice for procurement of auditors, and its wording, was 
merely part of the government's “planning efforts”. 


I submit that the wording in the notice that categorically states an 
end date of July 31, 2012 upon which the work of the audit is to be 
based has only been put forward due to the fact that the government 
has a majority. 


The Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources 
and the Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Government in 
the House of Commons have both confirmed that the elimination of 
the Canadian Wheat Board has been “a staple of Conservative 
election platforms.” 


That being the case, one must ask oneself why the government 
had not placed such a notice at any time since taking office in 
January 2006. The reason is obvious. It knew that any legislation 
brought forth to destroy the Canadian Wheat Board would not 
receive majority support in the House and would in fact be defeated. 


_ As I indicated on September 19, the presumption on the part of the 
government contained in my original submission was that the House 
and Parliament itself can be taken for granted. The government 
cannot let contracts to auditors as if the House and Parliament has 
spoken. That just affirms the government's fevered drive to destroy 
the Canadian Wheat Board. 


In short, the fact of the notice appearing in the wake of the May 2 
election and at no prior time speaks to the point that I have raised 
with respect to contempt. 


The Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources, 
at pages 1398 and 1399, claimed that on two occasions the decision 
of Speaker Fraser did not apply to the matter I presented to the 
House. 


I would remind you, Mr. Speaker, that in my citations of Speaker 
Fraser's ruling I acknowledged that there most certainly was a 
difference, one I would submit that prevented him from rendering a 
decision of a finding of contempt in 1989. The difference is that he 
acknowledged the fact that a technical paper on the goods and 
services tax was before the House by way of committee. In his 
opinion, that did constitute a public declaration of intent which 
prevented him from finding against the government. 


The parliamentary secretary to the government House leader 
stated at page 1400 of Debates that I had implied that the “message 
on the MERX website was similar to the public advertisements 
placed by the former Liberal government in 1989”. 
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My first point is that the parliamentary secretary has failed to even 
get his facts correct. He would be well-advised to have someone do 
it for him. The government of the day was in fact the Conservative 
government. The GST is a Conservative policy. 


My second point is had the parliamentary secretary taken the time 
to either listen to or read what I had presented to the House on 
September 19, he would know that I raised the point that these 
situations are different. What makes' them different is the fact that 
Speaker Fraser acknowledged that a technical paper was before a 
committee of the House that provided a fig leaf of legitimacy and 
prevented a ruling of contempt at that time. 


I had previously quoted comments from Speaker Fraser's 
contempt ruling. However, I would rather re-emphasize this point 
than quote them again. Speaker Fraser's dissatisfaction with the 
course of action taken by the Conservative government of the day 
should serve as a guide in terms of what I am claiming is a more 
egregious contempt by this Conservative government. 


®@ (1520) 


Mr. Speaker, I would add one last ruling for you to consider. Due 
to timing, I will not get into the length of it. 


On page 1399 of Debates the parliamentary secretary references a 
decision of Speaker Milliken of November 25, 2002, which I believe 
once again reinforces my argument. 


I would again submit that the fact that the notice of procurement 
and the task force terms of reference clearly states that the operating 
premise of both is not that the government is seeking input related to 
a possible policy initiative but that it is the outcome of the policy, 
namely the definitive termination of the Canadian Wheat Board 
within less than a year. That is the premise upon which both must 
conduct themselves in terms of the MERX proposal and the task 
force put forward by the government. 


That presumes that Parliament has somehow indicated that this is 
to be the outcome of government policy. Neither the House nor any 
committee of the House has at any time even implied such an 
outcome as acceptable in any respect. In fact, over the last several 
parliaments we will find cases that the very opposite is true. 


I conclude by stating that the interpretations of the citations of 
previous Speakers by both parliamentary secretaries have ignored 
one salient fact. The situation relating to the matters I presented on 
September 19 related to the notice for procurement on the 
government's MERX website and the terms of reference of the 
ministerial task force are different in that no specific proposal has 
been presented by the government in terms of its budget. Nothing 
has been presented let alone tabled by way of a technical paper. No 
legislation in draft form or otherwise has been provided to the House 
or any committee. 


While expressing concern about the propriety of government 
advertising, previous Speakers have acknowledged that prior 
references in terms of documentation by the government prevented 
them from finding the government of the day in contempt of the 
House. The most important point being the lack of such 
documentation, I would respectfully submit, justifies a finding of 
contempt in this matter. 
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The Speaker: I thank the hon. member for his further submission 
and assure him that I will take it into consideration. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 


[Translation] 


LIBYA 


The House resumed consideration of the motion, and of the 
amendment. 


The Speaker: The hon. member for Laurier —Sainte-Marie has 
13 minutes to finish her speech. 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière (Laurier-Sainte-Marie, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, as I said earlier, we now need to concentrate on rebuilding 
Libya. That is what the Secretary General is saying. It is urgent. It 
needs to happen now. 


It will not be easy. In fact, it will be very difficult. The country 1s 
very ethnically diverse and has been ruled by an authoritarian 
government for more than 40 years. Consequently, when we talk 
about reconstruction in Libya, perhaps we really should be talking 
about the construction of that country because there is so much to do. 
However, just because there is a lot to do and it will be difficult does 
not mean that we should not roll up our sleeves and take action right 
now. Too often, and we have seen this in many other countries, the 
international community intervenes to fix the main problem or the 
most obvious one, and does not provide a long-term solution for the 
fundamental issues and challenges. 


And in such cases, the problems never stop and the international 
community, after 5, 10 or 15 years, needs to return to that country. 
We have seen this in Haiti, where the international community has 
intervened a number of times but never stayed long enough to ensure 
that the Haitians were on the right track in terms of leading their own 
development. 


There are many challenges and there is a lot of work to do. So it is 
important that Canada begin that work immediately. Canada has 
specific expertise to offer here, particularly in terms of peace- 
building. Canada can contribute its expertise on human rights, can 
ensure that human rights are being respected on the ground during 
the next phases of development, and can ensure that Libya is able to 
develop institutions that will allow it to promote and monitor human 
rights issues. 


Libya has practically no constitution or institutions. At the very 
least we can say that Canadians are experts in constitutional issues. 
We can provide some expertise. 


There is also the issue of building democratic institutions. Again, I 
am talking about basic institutions, even just voting systems, 
electoral systems and slightly more sophisticated democratic 
institutions. In that I include engaging and energizing civil society 
and finding ways to bring together all parties in the conflict, and all 
the ethnic groups that Gadhafi made sure to keep apart. 
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There is also the issue of security. I am not talking about security 
ensured by guns and weapons, but security in the sense of creating a 
healthy society that by definition would be safer. That is the message 
we would like our Conservative colleagues to understand a bit better, 
even in Canada, because security is not achieved by building 
prisons. It is achieved above all by creating healthy, egalitarian 
societies. 


In light of the more pressing humanitarian situation, we have to 
help. There is a tremendous need for medications and there are still 
problems with water supplies and other supplies. These are not 
things that can wait six months. These are things that have to be done 
immediately and for which Canada can offer its resources and 
expertise. 


We must not forget the issue of the International Criminal Court 
because justice is another essential element of reconciliation. Again, 
Canada has traditionally played a key role in the establishment of the 
International Criminal Court. 


@ (1525) 


One of the International Criminal Court judges is a Canadian. We 
should therefore work with this court to ensure that anyone who 
commits crimes against humanity is brought before this court. 


With regard to crimes against humanity, reported cases of the use 
of rape as a weapon of war must continue to be investigated. Canada 
could play a leadership role on this issue and prevent such situations 
from occurring again. In all this, there is much to do and significant 
challenges to overcome. That is why we must begin work 
immediately. 


We should also not work alone. We must work with other 
concerned nations and multilateral bodies such as the United Nations 
agencies involved. We must also work with NGOs. I was talking 
about helping Libyans to create a thriving civil society in their 
country. Many Canadian NGOs work throughout the world to 
support such movements. This is another important way that we 
could help. 


We must work with others and with the Libyans themselves. We 
must not forget that Libyans must come first in this process, which I 
prefer to call a building process rather than a rebuilding process. 
Canada must be there to support Libyans, to help them and to offer 
them our resources—our expertise, which is incalculable, and 
financial resources as well. In this regard, we are wondering if the 
millions of dollars that will be spent on the ongoing military effort 
could be better spent on providing humanitarian aid and support of 
all kinds to Libyan authorities and the National Transitional Council 
to help them to rebuild their country. 


In short, Canada must stay. As the saying goes, Canada must stay 
the course. Canada must stay in Libya for the long term, not just the 
short term. We are convinced that Canada could forego the military 
effort at this time and focus all its resources on providing 
humanitarian aid and support for the building of Libya. 


I would like to reiterate that the NDP concurs with the statement 
that Secretary General of the United Nations Ban Ki-moon made to 
_ the effect that, today, we must take accelerated and decisive action 
once again, this time to strengthen peace and democracy. 
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@ (1530) 
[English] 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my 
question is with regard to the health and welfare of the people. We 
know that departure of medical workers, due to violence, added 
strain on the health sector. We also know that laboratory supplies are 
crucial to maintaining the already weakened disease surveillance and 
outbreak response systems. There is a shortage of essential supplies, 
especially vaccines, which may result in increases in morbidity and 
mortality of communicable diseases. 


Could the hon. member comment on the rising reports of 
psychosocial trauma, especially among women and children, and 
what additional support is required to strengthen their response? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène Laverdiére: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
this very pertinent question. I talked about humanitarian aid and 
touched briefly on the issue of rape as a weapon of war. In a society 
such as Libya's, it leaves marks, both psychological and social, 
because ostracism goes hand in hand with rape. It can destroy entire 
families. Not only does it harm the victims, but it has a dramatic 
effect on their entire social circle. 


How can children who have seen bombardments and people who 
have lived in terror for years not be affected psychologically after 
that? From a more medical or physical point of view, there are fairly 
disturbing connections. Almost everything is in short supply and 
some infrastructures have been destroyed. That is why it is vital to 
resolve these conflicts. Otherwise in six months, in one or two years, 
there will be even greater problems. We must take action now. 


®@ (1535) 
[English] 


Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
anyone who has followed events in Libya cannot help but be aware 
that humanitarian assistance is desperately needed. 


I want to tell members about one of my constituents, Dr. Omar 
Bengezi. He is a Libyan-born plastic surgeon who has twice now led 
medical teams to the front lines of Benghazi. He is local hero in 
Hamilton. His team performed life-saving surgeries daily with 
virtually no equipment. 


Dr. Bengezi recently described how his team had to take 
instruments with it because there was nothing to work with there. 
He had to improvise to keep the casualties alive, almost all of whom 
had multiple injuries. Here is a quote from him: 


They had massive open wounds, and we didn’t have drains...We used hospital 
gloves as drains inside the wounds. For some, I couldn’t even do nerve repairs, there 
was no way to do nerve grafts. 


Clearly, the injuries sustained by the people of Libya are horrific, 
and thousands of people are affected. 
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I have not spoken to Dr. Bengezi about the motion that is before 
the House today and I would not presume to speak for him about the 
extension of the military mission. However, but his first-hand 
experience highlights for me the essential need for resources for 
humanitarian assistance. Unfortunately, the motion before us today 
does nothing to address that urgent need. 


I am sure all members of the House deplore the violence 
committed by the previous regime against the Libyan people, and 
that suggests that we have an obligation to provide assistance. 


Could my colleague tell us what Canada can do to provide this 
much needed assistance, and do we not have a moral obligation to 
act? 


Ms. Héléne Laverdiére: Mr. Speaker, the short answer to that 
question is yes, we do have a moral responsibility to act. 


Indeed, people like Dr. Bengezi are heroes who are helping on the 
ground, and Canada has to be there to help them. 


The military intervention costs about $10 million a month. That is 
what we think because we never really got detailed numbers. 


Now that the situation is that there are still pockets of insecurities, 
but the terror has ended and the situation is relatively calm in most of 
the country, why do we not use that money instead to help people 
like Dr. Bengezi, to help the people on the ground, the women, the 
children, the nurses, the doctors and everybody who is putting forth 
all their efforts to try to put an end to the tragic humanitarian 
situation and then rebuild that country? 


Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I listened to my colleague across the way and I am a little 
confused. Those members are always talking about humanitarian 
assistance and the need to provide health care. 


Has she read our resolution? It talks about the National Transition 
Council, the anti-Gadhafi forces to date and the fact that we are 
operating there with NATO in accordance with a legal mandate. 
However, Canada's engagement is in all spheres of rebuilding a new 
Libya, including human rights, democratic development and the rule 
of law, while the people of the Gadhafi regime had not only 
murdered but used rape as a weapon. 


In terms of getting to the end of this so the Libyan people can have 
a full democracy, we hope within a couple of years, that cannot 
happen if we pull back. We have NATO representatives. 


I wonder how the hon. member deals with that when our motion 
actually deals with those things about which she has talked. 


@ (1540) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière: Mr. Speaker, we are convinced that we 
must change the focus of the Canadian intervention and put all our 
energy—and that is where we disagree—on reconstruction, 
democracy-building, humanitarian aid, intervention and overall 
support for Libyans in their current efforts. 


[English] 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the member very clearly articulated the need for us to 
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transition in a major way from military intervention into providing 
humanitarian aid to rebuild Libya. 


Canada has a very proud history as a peacekeeper and this would 
be a wonderful opportunity for us to once again send a strong 
international message that Canada is ready to build and support the 
infrastructure, facilities and health care for Libyans and to move 
away from a military commitment. This is not to say that we are 
going to leave Libya. 


How does the member see this proceeding from here? 
[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène Laverdière: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
hon. colleague for the question. It is certainly not simple. As I was 
saying, the situation on the ground needs to be addressed 
immediately and we need to start building that country's institutions 
as soon as possible, because it will be a rather complicated task. 


As for the most immediate needs for things like hospitals, food 
and water supplies, and so on, Canada, as always, must work with its 
partner countries and, more importantly, with the United Nations 
agencies that can coordinate the effort on the ground. Canada must 
support those efforts as much as possible. 


As for a longer-term vision, there is the possibility of a first phase 
for the creation of institutions and for national reconciliation. A 
situation like the one Libya has endured for the past 40 years will, of 
course, leave its marks and leave some scars. We need to ensure that 
those marks and scars heal properly so that the country can rebuild 
itself. In that respect, what is most important is that we listen to the 
people of Libya so they can see the help and expertise we can offer 
them. 


[English] 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I will be splitting my time 
with my colleague, the member for Chatham-Kent—Essex. 


I am pleased to participate today in the debate on the motion 
before the House to extend Canada's continued engagement in 
Libya. 


From the outset, Canada has shown international leadership and 
has been at the forefront of efforts to secure freedom for the Libyan 
people. We have come together as Canadians, both in the House and 
across the country, to support the protection of civilians in Libya, 
protection that we as Canadians often take for granted, protection 
that the Libyan people have been without for so very long. 


The level of support from the international community has been 
overwhelming, beginning with the endorsement of the UN Security 
Council Resolutions 1970 and 1973. There have been regular 
meetings of the contact group on Libya and, just last week, the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations hosted a meeting of several 
heads of state, attended by Canada's Prime Minister, to discuss the 
situation in Libya. 


We have led the way in humanitarian, diplomatic and military 
support to the Libyan people and their cause. Our men and women in 
uniform have gone above and beyond the call of duty in this mission. 
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Libya today is very different from the one that existed when I last 
spoke to the motion that was before the House in June. Most of the 
Libyan people, including those in Tripoli, have been freed from the 
control of the Gadhafi regime. Much progress has been accom- 
plished but Libya is not out of the woods yet. The new Libya is 
vulnerable. Its needs are urgent. 


While the humanitarian situation in much of the country has 
stabilized, civilians still continue to suffer in the remaining pro- 
Gadhafi strongholds, including Bani Walid and Sirte. Heavy fighting 
has exacted a serious toll on Libyan families. In some cases, Gadhafi 
forces are forcefully preventing people from seeking refuge 
elsewhere. In several towns around the country, Libyans are without 
water, electricity, phone coverage or medical assistance. Medical 
supplies are in short supply and there are severe shortages of 
antibiotics and anesthetics. We remain deeply concerned by reports 
of the use of sexual violence as a weapon of war and restrictions to 
humanitarian access. Efforts are ongoing to secure full, safe and 
unhindered access to the conflict affected areas so that these crucial 
needs can be met. 


The crisis has not only affected those in Libya. The actions of 
Gadhafi forces have led to the displacement of thousands of Libyans 
and migrant workers into neighbouring countries, including Tunisia, 
Niger and Egypt. The welfare of these refugees and migrants is a 
serious concern, with migrant transit centres also running out of food 
and having to manage without water or electricity. Many migrant 
workers want to leave Libya but do not have the means, or simply, 
they have nowhere to go. 


As Libya moves toward a period of recovery and rebuilding, 
Canada will continue to monitor the humanitarian situation and 
respond to the needs as they arise in Libya or on its borders. 


Canada will continue to be an active and willing participant in the 
transition to a new Libya. This is a message that was delivered by the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs when he visited Benghazi in June. 


At the beginning of this month, we secured the unfreezing of 
roughly $2.2 billion of Libyan assets held in Canada and in 
Canadian institutions. After having fully assessed the situation on the 
ground in Tripoli, we have re-established our diplomatic presence in 
Libya, reopening our embassy in a temporary location. 


For Canada, the challenge is clear: to help Libya stabilize so that it 
can build a solid political foundation for democracy and a strong 
platform for economic growth. 


As we look ahead, it is not our place to tell Libyans how to 
reconstruct and build their country. On a structural level, the 
economy must begin to generate jobs, commerce and revenue. 
Politically, Libyans will move toward elections, a new constitution, 
justice and security systems. The National Transitional Council is 
mapping out plans to achieve this and we will support it. 


In the immediate future, it will be important for the NTC to send 
early signals to the Libyan people that change is underway by 
providing citizens with basic services and security. 


Timing is critical but so is effective assistance. Through 
experience, we have learned that successful stabilization requires a 
coordinated and coherent approach. Canada has led the call for 
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international coherence to ensure that our aid money is effectively 
spent and supportive of local efforts on the ground. 


We will continue to work with out international partners to help 
support a made in Libya approach to stabilization. Our immediate 
objective is short-term and focused: to help Libya stabilize and to 
help the NTC get on with the job of building a new and free Libya. 
The capacity is there. 


The NTC has identified a road map to begin the work of building 
a democracy and a strong economy. On August 10, it issued a 
constitutional declaration which paves the way for elections and 
democratic governance. 


@ (1545) 


The declaration sets out a plan that envisages a transition period 
comprising eight months under NTC direction, followed by 12 
months under a new general national assembly, with general 
elections expected roughly 18 months after liberation. 


The NTC has asked the international community for support but it 
is determined, as are we, that the process should be Libyan-led. 


Our government stands ready to respond. Our support will be 
focused, targeted and disciplined. Our support will adhere to the 
findings of the UN-led needs assessment process. Our support will 
be coherent within the framework established by the NTC and the 
United Nations, and with other key donors. Our support will help 
enable Libyans to take back control of their country. 


@ (1550) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore: Mr. Speaker, in his speech, my hon. 
colleague mentioned the reopening of the Canadian embassy in 
Libya. Did the Canadian government think it was opportune to 
reopen its embassy in Libya because it felt the security situation was 
stable enough in that country to allow it to reopen? Does the member 
believe that the improvement in civilian safety is connected to the 
decision to reopen Canada's embassy in Libya? 


[English] 


Mr. Bob Dechert: Mr. Speaker, yes, some stability has returned to 
Tripoli but that is not, by any means, all of Libya. There still remains 
very serious ongoing violence, even today, in Bani Walid, in Sirte, 
and in other places in Libya. In fact, we do not know what will 
happen in the future in Tripoli. We sent a team to Tripoli. It assessed 
that the current status is safe enough for Canada to re-establish 
diplomatic resources there. However, we are taking this on a case- 
by-case basis. It is very fluid. 


I will read for the hon. member a couple of quotes that Colonel 
Gadhafi put out just a couple of weeks ago. He said: 
Street by street, alleyway by alleyway, house by house. The tribes that are outside 


of Tripoli must march on Tripoli. Each tribe must control its area and stop the enemy 
setting its foot on this pure land. 


Do not leave Tripoli to those rats, kill them, defeat them quickly. You are the 
crushing majority.... There will be no safe place for the enemies.... 


He went on to say: 
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The enemy is delusional, NATO is retreating. It cannot go on forever in the air. 
NATO be damned. 


That is why we believe that NATO has to continue its mission 
until the Gadhafi regime has actually surrendered and the people of 
Libya are safe. 


Mr. Mare Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, on this particular debate, we in the Liberal Party have 
supported the initial presence and the extension and we will be 
supporting this extension. The job is almost finished and we want to 
finish it. 


However, part of the motion discusses the fact that it will be up to 
three months. In other words, as soon as a decision is made that the 
job is done, our military forces will be returning. 


I wonder if the hon. member could explain to us, because I am 
sure he knows this, what exactly will constitute the job is done. What 
are the criteria that will be used by Canada to decide that, yes, at this 
point, we may withdraw and we will withdraw? Because I know that 
we do not want to extend this any longer than is absolutely 
necessary. 


Mr. Bob Dechert: Mr. Speaker, Canada is pursuing the NATO 
mission. The NATO objectives have been clearly stated. They are to 
continue until there is an end to all attacks against civilians, until 
such time as there is a verifiable withdrawal of the regime's military 
and paramilitary forces to its bases, and until such time as there is 
full and unhindered access to humanitarian aid to all those across 
Libya who need it. 


Those are the parameters that would constitute the end of the 
mission. 


Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Western Economic 
Diversification), CPC): Mr. Speaker, what are our expectations of 
the new Libyan government to fulfill its commitments to freedom, 
democracy, rule of law and human rights? 


Mr. Bob Dechert: Mr. Speaker, when the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs visited Benghazi in June, he was shown a white paper 
prepared by the NTC, which is a route to democracy. It includes a 
transition period comprising 8 months under the NTC direction, 
followed by 12 months under a new general national assembly with 
elections expected in roughly 18 months after liberation. A draft 
constitution has been prepared and we would expect these provisions 
to be followed as soon as possible. 


@ (1555) 


Mr. Dave Van Kesteren (Chatham-Kent—Essex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am thankful for the opportunity to participate in this 
debate. 


First, let me state that since the outset of the Libyan crisis, the 
humanitarian implications concerned Canada, specifically the plight 
of hundreds of thousands of people trapped in conflict areas or 
fleeing for safety to Egypt, Tunisia and other surrounding countries. 


Canada's $10.6 million contribution to humanitarian relief since 
the conflict began is going a long way to respond to the needs of 
conflict affected populations. Our humanitarian funding helps 
humanitarian organizations to respond to specific aspects of the 
crisis. The funding provided by Canada amounts to $10 million from 
CIDA and $600,000 from DFAIT. 
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We allocated funds to the following organizations: the World Food 
Programme to provide emergency food assistance to displaced and 
conflict-affected populations in Libya, Tunisia and Egypt; the 
International Committee of the Red Cross to meet food, non-food, 
water, sanitation and emergency medical needs with Libya, and to 
support Red Cross and Red Crescent relief efforts in Tunisia and 
Egypt; the UN High Commissioner for Refugees to provide 
humanitarian support in the form of shelter, non-food items, water 
and sanitation to people displaced to neighbouring countries; the 
International Federation of the Red Cross and the Red Crescent 
Societies to provide migrants displaced into Tunisia and Egypt with 
humanitarian relief, such as food, non-food items and medical 
support; the Canadian Red Cross Society to transport humanitarian 
relief supplies from stockpiles in Dubai and Tunisia; the Interna- 
tional Organization for Migration to support repatriation efforts for 
migrants displaced into neighbouring countries by the fighting in 
Libya to return to their countries of origin; the United Nations 
Population Fund to help protect and assist women and girls from 
gender-based violence, including sexual assaults, and to provide 
critical care to victims of gender-based violence in Libya; and the 
United Nations Department of Safety and Security for the purchase 
of essential security equipment to enhance the safety or UN 
humanitarian personnel. | 


Those contributions made a vital difference in the lives of the 
Libyan people. 


To deliver assistance effectively, humanitarian personnel require 
access to all of those affected by the crisis. That is why Canada 
called on all parties involved in the Libyan conflict to respect their 
obligations under international humanitarian law. 


The last few weeks saw very positive developments. On 
September 1, the Prime Minister attended the Friends of Libya 
meeting in Paris where he joined other world leaders to discuss how 
international partners could best support the National Transitional 
Council in its efforts to establish a democratic state. Canada re- 
established our diplomatic presence in Tripoli. Our embassy has re- 
opened. Perhaps most important, we secured an exemption from the 
United Nations Security Council Sanctions Committee to unfreeze 
$2.2 billion worth of Libyan assets. This is a critical development. 


As a relatively resource-rich country, the Libyan people must lead 
much of the reconstruction effort. In light of the urgent need to 
stabilize the country, the NTC must begin the essential tasks of 
establishing security throughout the country and providing social 
services for the Libyan population. The $2.2 billion of unfrozen 
Libyan assets will help in this regard. 


In addition, the international community's ongoing assistance 
provided to meet the significant needs that still require attention, in 
particular as they relate to water, fuel, medical supplies and 
personnel, as well as the protection of migrant workers, is vital. 
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We continue to work closely with our international partners, 
including the United Nations, to monitor the evolving humanitarian 
situation and to provide our expertise and assistance in an effort to 
alleviate the suffering of the unwitting and unwilling population 
affected by this crisis. 
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Our work is not done in Libya. We provided an opportunity for 
the Libyan people themselves to remove the tyranny of Gadhafi. We 
must not walk away at this time of need. Our Libyan friends need 
our help. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, we 
are hearing that migrants are seeking refuge in the capital and that 
most of their medical complaints are linked to terrible living 
conditions in the camps. The majority of people are staying in 
makeshift shelters without water, food, electricity or access to proper 
health care. We hear that they live in constant fear and are being 
intimidated and harassed. We also hear that many patients suffer 
from psychosomatic complaints and show signs of stress due to 
extreme anxiety. 


Could the hon. member comment on the rising reports of 
psychosocial trauma, especially among women and children? I am 
wondering what additional support the hon. member would 
recommend to strengthen the response. 


Mr. Dave Van Kesteren: Mr. Speaker, it is true we are hearing 
increasingly alarming and awful reports about some of the atrocities 
that are being committed. That is why it is so important, as was 
stated by the last speaker, to maintain our military presence. 


The conflict will not be resolved until Gadhafi forces are put to 
rout. As was previously stated, there still is a strong presence of 
Gadhafi forces and strong resistance. Although we have made an 
effort with the United Nations Population Fund to help protect 
women and girls from gender-based violence, we cannot implement 
those things unless we have the means to stop Gadhafi and his 


group. 


That is why the debate we are having is so important. That is why 
we need to make sure that collectively we do what is necessary, 
which is to continue with what is necessary from the military 
standpoint to stop Gadhafi and his forces. 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank my colleague for outlining the 
myriad initiatives our government has taken to address specifically 
the humanitarian needs. Earlier today the defence critic from the 
official opposition implied that we are not doing enough in terms of 
the rebuilding of Libya. The speech we have just heard certainly 
indicates otherwise. 


Earlier today the Minister of National Defence commented on our 
commitment to increase access to humanitarian aid and for the rights 
of women and religious freedom. 


I would like my colleague to underscore what he began to answer 
in response to the previous question where the need for security is 
urgent if we are going to continue these important humanitarian 
efforts. 
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Mr. Dave Van Kesteren: Mr. Speaker, the member for Kitchener 
—Conestoga has risen a number of times in the House today and I 
want to thank him for his interest in this important debate. 


He is absolutely right. We do need to rebuild and to help in the 
reconstruction. We do need to assist in the lives of those who have 
been adversely affected by the horrors of war and the atrocities 
committed by the Gadhafi forces. However, these cannot be possible 
unless we have the presence and unless the Gadhafi regime which is 
currently committing these atrocities is removed. We cannot do one 
without the other. 


I cannot stress enough the importance of adopting this motion and 
for the House to agree that this mission must be completed. In order 
to do that we need to extend it. 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in this House to speak to the situation in Libya, 
a topic that we have been watching for several months and that 
requires constant vigilance. 


As we know, the evolution of the situation over there, NATO's 
involvement and the future of the country are at the heart of 
discussions in Canadian and international politics. Here at home, 
parliamentarians have shown a great interest in this issue, both in the 
House and in committees. We have followed the various political, 
social and military events. We have kept a close eye on what was 
going on in Libya and we want to support the people of Libya in the 
stages that will follow. 


My speech today will focus on NATO's involvement in Libya, the 
current situation, my opposition to the motion moved by the 
Conservative government and the importance of the amendments 
proposed by the NDP. 


First, I would like to give a little bit of background on NATO's 
involvement in Libya. 


As part of the so-called Arab spring movement, rebellions in 
Libya started on February 15, 2011. Five days after the conflict 
started in Benghazi, it had spread across the country. Then, two days 
later, Moammar Gadhafi's regime lost control of certain regions. 


The people took to the streets to denounce the injustice, 
oppression, lack of fairness and obscurantism of the existing 
government. The courage and determination of these protesters 
impressed us all. Risking one's life to go up against an authoritarian 
regime that has been in place for over 40 years is deserving of 
respect and honour. These people had the courage to question the 
established order and to bring down a corrupt and threatening 
government. 


However, from the beginning of these protests, Moammar 
Gadhafi's scandalous and widespread repression has outraged and 
shocked us all: indiscriminate attacks against civilians, massacres in 
a number of Libya's cities, massive offensive attacks against 
unarmed protestors, rape as a weapon of war and extrajudicial 
killings. In short, oppression under this dictatorship reached its 
highest level in four decades. This oppression threatened the 
physical integrity of the people and the stability of the region. 
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Resolutions 1970 and 1973 of the UN Security Council sent a 
clear message: the international community will not let the regime 
get away with massacring a population, and it was prepared to 
intervene to stop the massacres. Under the responsibility to protect 
doctrine, the New Democratic Party supported the initial military 
involvement launched by NATO, as well as the renewal in 2011. 


My colleagues and I hope that civilians will be protected, that 
Gadhafi and his troops will no longer be in a position to cause any 
harm and that the rule of law will return to Libya. That is why we 
deployed Canadian CF-18s in support of NATO's commendable, 
legitimate operations. 


Canada conducted 820 air strikes, some 9% of all NATO strikes. 
Canada conducted 352 aerial refuelling sorties, some 7% of all 
NATO refuelling sorties. We conducted 85% of all aerial maritime 
patrol sorties, some 151 sorties. We dropped 600 laser-guided 
bombs. 


We did our part. We did important work. We are proud of the work 
done by our soldiers. We are proud of their actions. I would like to 
personally thank them for their excellent work and I know that all of 
my colleagues, of all political stripes, join me in thanking them. 


However, we are now in a different place. The reality is not the 
same as a few months ago and the needs have changed. The support 
Canada can provide has also changed and must adapt to the new 
reality. Tripoli has been liberated, the dictatorial regime has fallen, 
and fighting between forces loyal to the old regime and the rebels is 
limited to three cities. Life is beginning to get back to normal, 
particularly in the capital. 


The balance that existed has been reversed. On the one hand, the 
Gadhafi regime has been limited and is no longer in a position to 
ensure the country's sovereignty or to make mass attacks on 
civilians. It has lost. The regime has been defeated. 


The National Transitional Council, on the other hand, is 
recognized and supported by the international community. It has 
established and stabilized its positions in nearly the entire country 
and has achieved its first objective, which was to crush Moammar 
Gadhafi's regime. It has won. The people have triumphed over fear. 


If we compare the situation from six months ago, or even three 
months ago, to today's, no one can deny that the country is doing 
better. No one can deny that the collapse of the regime is good news 
for the people of Libya in general. No one can deny that Libya is 
headed in the right direction. 
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The former government's frozen funds have been, for the most 
part, unlocked by the international community. These billions of 
dollars are now available to the NTC to begin the reconstruction of 
the new Libya. 


Unfortunately, today's Libya lacks solid institutions, the rule of 
law, and national structures capable of meeting the people's needs. 
Libya is currently a country in need of humanitarian, logistical and 
technical support. The most worrisome threats today are the absence 
of the rule of law, corruption, a broken justice system and unmet 
basic needs. First of all, this country needs our expertise in order to 
build the future. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 26, 2011 


I will now get to the crux of the matter, the motion introduced by 
the government. A number of elements in this motion and the 
government's approach to this matter are of interest to me. I find 
some aspects disconcerting. The four main points in my speech are 
the military component of the mission, putting the rule of law at the 
forefront, protecting civilians, and Canada's role on the international 
scene. I believe that this motion does not take either the reality or the 
high-priority needs into account. It is not in keeping with the 
principles the government preaches. 


First, on this side of the House, we deplore that the government's 
approach is essentially focused on military support, a role of the 
Canadian armed forces. We are proud of what our soldiers have 
accomplished. We are proud of their contribution to date. However, 
we believe that it is now time for Canada to shift its focus to 
humanitarian efforts. 


Historically, Canada's strength has been its expertise in democ- 
racy, human rights, justice, and social and economic development. 
We must take advantage of our strength and focus our efforts in 
those areas. We do not wish to support continued military action in 
Libya and we do not believe that it is the priority. The military 
mission that began in March and was extended in June was to protect 
the Libyan people from the violence of the Gadhafi regime. We 
thank our military and our diplomats who worked hard to achieve 
that goal. 


Today, the situation has changed and our action must change 
accordingly. The humanitarian corridors are open and safe. The basic 
needs on the ground are no longer the same. We must now build the 
foundations of Libya's future. We all know that the government will 
not provide the same resources to the humanitarian component as it 
does to the military component. 


The $10 million being spent on military operations each month is 
$10 million that is not going to the Libyan people. The $330,000 
being spent each day is $330,000 that is not being spent on 
rebuilding the country. From this point on, Canada's actions should 
not be based on the past or present, but on the future. We need to be 
fully dedicated to preparing Libya for the challenges ahead: creating 
a justice system, training police officers and developing democratic 
institutions. We must also support a new state structure that will meet 
the primary needs of the people both today and tomorrow. 


There is a lot of work ahead of us and it is essential that we 
establish our priorities. From this point on, we must focus on civil 
resources. From this point on, Canada's humanitarian and technical 
resources must take over from our military support. From this point 
on, we must prepare for Libya's future. 


Second, the motion states the desire that the House continue to 
support Canada's engagement in all spheres in the rebuilding of the 
new Libya, including human rights, democratic development and the 
rule of law, and that the House deplores the violence committed by 
the previous regime against the Libyan people, including the alleged 
use of rape as a weapon of war. 


September 26, 2011 


Clearly, we cannot oppose those sentiments. What perplexes me is 
the restrictive aspect of this statement. Like all parliamentarians, we 
are in favour of the rule of law in Libya. Like all parliamentarians, 
we want to see the crimes of the previous regime punished. 
However, the rule of law cannot come before a representative 
political system is developed. It will necessitate the development of a 
fair and equitable justice system. 


In addition, the National Transitional Council does not have a 
monopoly on virtue. In a recent report, Amnesty International 
reviewed the war crimes committed both by the Gadhafi clan and by 
the National Transitional Council: settling of scores, extrajudicial 
killings, public hangings, prisoners tortured or killed and arbitrary 
mass arrests of nationals. 
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So far, none of the people involved in these war crimes, on either 
side, has been arrested or tried. 


If the government wants its position to be consistent, it must 
denounce the crimes committed by both sides. It must ensure that 
these actions do not go unpunished. It must ensure that Libya has the 
tools it needs to implement the rule of law in the country. We cannot 
allow those who have committed war crimes to build Libyan 
democracy. | 


All this brings me back to my first point. We must base our 
priorities on our values and on our hopes for the Libyans. If the 
government's priority is to drop bombs, so be it. Our priority is to 
establish a strong, fair and equitable Libyan society. For us, 
establishing a rights-based society involves prosecuting crimes on 
both sides, mainly through diplomatic and humanitarian efforts. 


Third, the conclusion of the motion focuses on the protection of 
civilians. Of course, we want to do the right thing. Who in the House 
could oppose this? However, upon careful examination of the 
situation, we see that it is much more complicated than the 
government would have us believe. The structures of the former 
regime are not as easily identifiable as they were when the 
intervention began. 


The operations of the Gadhafi clan are more subtle. They are not 
using the same level of deployment that they were three or six 
months ago. Forces loyal to the former regime are now more likely 
to be hidden here and there. 


As a result, rather than massive bombings, upcoming battles will 
be ground battles, which will pose a real threat to the safety of 
civilians and will affect the local people's perception of the 
international community's operation. 


In any bombing operation, no matter how surgical, civilians are 
often an unintended target that we wish to avoid. Perhaps the 
government sees them as collateral damage but, for us, the loss of 
even one civilian is a tragedy that must be avoided at all costs. 


It is also important to remember that NATO is not planning to 
bring in any ground forces and the NTC will inevitably have to 
continue this military work. The NTC currently has the tools to do 
so. It has the weapons. It has the logistical and strategic support, and 
it has the tactical advantage. As representatives from the Canadian 
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army informed us in committee, pro-Gadhafi forces will soon be 
short on firearms and troops. 


The Conservatives' approach once again shows the deep divide 
between this government and Canadian tradition in terms of 
international outreach. 


Historically, our country played a peacekeeping role, a positive 
role, a proactive role. This government is only considering a military 
approach. This government chooses the easy route instead of 
deploying its resources where it counts. This government refuses to 
focus on the future of a country in need of solid structures. 


Why does this government not come back to our country's 
strengths? Why does this government not come back to what has 
made us as a country appreciated around the world in the past? Why 
does this government insist on favouring weapons over humanitarian 
efforts? 


In closing, the NDP opposes this motion because it is out of touch 
with reality. It does not take the future into account. It does not take 
into account the real support Canada can offer to Libya. 


Accordingly, we are saying no to the motion as presented. We are 
saying no to the militaristic approach of the Conservative 
government and conversely, we are saying yes to humanitarian 
support from Canada and yes to the future of Libya. 


That is why we have proposed two amendments to shift the focus 
of the motion from military efforts to humanitarian efforts. These 
two amendments put the emphasis on the real needs of the people. 
They direct Canada back to its historic mission. The Conservative : 
government has to understand that Libya is more than an exchange 
of gunfire; it is more than bombings and it is more than a civil war. 


Libya is a country of 6 million people who wanted to free 
themselves from oppression. These 6 million people turned their 
backs on dictatorship and chose freedom. These 6 million people 
now want to take charge of their fate, look ahead and build a better 
future. 


Today, Canada's duty is to help Libyans build a modern society 
that reflects the aspirations of a people. A military mission is no way 
to achieve that end. 


® (1620) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): It is my duty, 
pursuant to Standing Order 38, to inform the House that the 
questions to be raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as 
follows: the hon. member for St. John's East, Afghanistan; the hon. 
member for Saanich—Gulf Islands, The Environment. 
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Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo- 
boit Valley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I listened intently to the speech by 
the member opposite and I appreciate her position, but what she 
needs to appreciate is that in order to deliver humanitarian aid to the 
people who need it in Libya, they must first have security, and that is 
one of the things we are putting forward here. We need to ensure 
there is security so that people on the ground can deliver the 
humanitarian aid that is sent from other countries. That is one of the 
important reasons we are extending this mission in Libya. If we do 
not first have security, we cannot have the humanitarian aid getting 
to the places where it is needed. 


For example, in many of the remote parts of Libya, pro-Gadhafi 
forces are interfering with humanitarian aid getting to the people 
_ who need it. If the member wants to have humanitarian aid reaching 
out to people who need it across the country of Libya, she must first 
acknowledge that security is a necessary factor for that to take place. 


[ Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore: Mr. Speaker, I would like to tell my 
colleague that I am very aware of the importance of security in 
delivering humanitarian supplies, for example. When we talk about 
security to deliver supplies, we are talking about security on the 
ground. Right now, the NTC provides security on the ground to 
assist with the delivery of these supplies. Canadian troops are not the 
ones providing actual security on the ground, since we have insisted 
all along that Canada's military mission would not involve troops on 

the ground. 


Mr. Mare Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleague from Abitibi—Témiscamingue for 
her speech. 


It is certain that once our military leaves, we will have a huge task 
ahead of us to help Libya, a country that has known only dictatorship 
and repression for over four decades. The Liberal Party, along with 
our leader, has taken time to consult Canadians of Libyan origin to 
find out what they think would be important to do when we help 
Libya. A number of members of this community work in the health 
care and medical fields. They suggested that an important role for 
Canada would be to help put in place health infrastructure, which, 
frankly, does not currently exist in Libya. 


I would like to know what my colleague thinks about this 
suggestion as a way to provide assistance to Libya. 


Ms. Christine Moore: Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned in my speech, 
if we pro-rate the funds currently being put into the military mission, 
it comes out to $330,000 a day. If we were to allocate that money to 
health care instead, we could make some serious progress, I would 
like to point out. As a nurse, I had the opportunity to do some 
humanitarian work in West Africa. I know that all of Africa is in 
desperate need right now, so I imagine that Libya is too. 


Yes, in my opinion, the priority should be the health care system 
and all other humanitarian needs in Libya. 
[English] 

Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, my 


colleague from the Standing Committee on National Defence was at 
the briefings we had last week from Major-General Vance and Her 
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Excellency the Ambassador of Canada to Libya, Sandra McCardell. 
They clearly outlined that there is still a large area of Libya under the 
control of the pro-Gadhafi forces. They clearly stated that there are 
large caches of weapons and ammunition available to the pro- 
Gadhafi forces and that they have an ability to strike back and fight a 
hard fight. 


We are witnessing that now. Members of the Gadhafi family are 
making all sorts of public statements about being prepared to be 
martyrs and about being prepared to fight to the last man or woman. 
We have to ensure that we get this oppressor and his forces under 
control so that we will have the ability for diplomacy and aid to be 
delivered. 


I ask my hon. colleague if she would comment on the need to 
bring stability throughout the entire country of Libya and not just to 
the areas that are held now, and on the role that NATO still has to 
play in providing security for all Libyans. 


@ (1625) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore: Mr. Speaker, what I also took away from 
that meeting is that the Gadhafi forces have been reduced 
considerably and that they are limited to three main cities. So they 
are concentrated in one area. The NTC continues working hard on 
the ground to take control of those areas and to ensure the safety of 
civilians. The Gadhafi forces have been reduced considerably. The 
NTC is making good progress and we must continue to support it. I 
think it will be able to accomplish what it set out to do. 


[English] 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan (Scarborough—Rouge River, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, as my colleague did serve in uniform herself and 
understands the importance of our armed forces and our military, and 
to follow up for my hon. colleague over there who asked the 
question about costs, I will say that we know military intervention is 
very expensive. 


My question to my hon. colleague for Abitibi—Témiscamingue is 
this: does she think the money would be better spent on helping to 
actually rebuild Libya rather than on military intervention? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore: Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out that 
the money that was invested in the military mission, before the 
events of the past few weeks, was necessary. We had to invest on a 
military level in order to help the NTC bring down Moammar 
Gadhafi. Now that the regime has fallen, now that Tripoli has been 
taken and the situation in that country is on the right track, it is time 
to redirect that money towards humanitarian needs. 


[English] 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to ask the hon. member for Abitibi—Témiscamingue— 
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[Translation] 


First I want to congratulate the hon. member on her speech. It was 
very strong, and I agree with the points she raised. Like her, I am 
very worried about the other crimes, not just those committed by the 
forces who support Mr. Gadhafi, but also those of the transitional 
government, which is committing other crimes against young people 
in the civilian population. They may be especially misinterpreted as 
being committed by pro-Gadhafi forces, when that is not the case. It 
may be a case of confusion. 


What does the hon. member think of the threats that are weighing 
on the civilian population of Libya? 


Ms. Christine Moore: Mr. Speaker, I had the opportunity to meet 
the ambassador when she came to a meeting of the Standing 
Committee on National Defence. I had the opportunity to ask her 
some questions about that. The thing that came out of the 
conversation was the importance of diplomatic aid. Establishing 
Canadian diplomatic aid will help the Libyan people set up a justice 
system very quickly. Then the criminals from Gadhafi's camp and 
also the people in the NTC who have overstepped the bounds can be 
prosecuted quickly. This will prevent those people from being 
involved in building the new Libya. For that we need major 
diplomatic efforts, not military efforts. 


© (1630) 
[English] 

Mr. Dean Allison (Niagara West—Glanbrook, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is an honour to be here today speaking on the subject of 


Libya. I will be splitting my time with the hon. member for Haute- 
Gaspésie—La Mitis—Matane—Matapédia. 


It is a pleasure to contribute to this important debate. Today comes 
at a crucial moment in Libya's history and obviously in the history of 
Canada's relations with Libya. 


As the Prime Minister and the Minister of Foreign Affairs have 
repeatedly made clear, Canada stands ready to assist Libyans and 
their new leadership during this historic period of transition and 
change. — 


We were ready the moment the Libyan people needed our help, 
and from the onset we have pushed for swift and decisive action. We 
have shown international leadership with our humanitarian, 
diplomatic and military efforts. In the last month we have responded 
quickly with a number of steps to support the new Libya. While 
progress has been made, we are staying until the job is done. 


I do not need to remind members in the House what happened 
back in the nineties in Iraq with Saddam Hussein, a dictator there. 
When he thought he had the support of the outside world, a number 
of people rose up, but when he did not get that support from the 
outside world, massacres and challenges occurred. 


I do not pretend to make those two things the same, but we have 
started a job in Libya and it is important that we continue the job 
until the job gets done. That is what we are really trying to 
demonstrate here today. 


Inspired by the actions in Tunisia and Egypt, Libyans took to the 
streets in January 2011 to protest their living conditions. The protests 
quickly spread and began to focus instead on the removal of 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1463 


Government Orders 


Moammar Gadhafi and his regime. Within months, the civilian death 
toll had reached the thousands. It became clear to the world that 
outside intervention was necessary to protect innocent Libyans. 


To demonstrate our commitment to the UN, NATO and our allies, 
Canada took up its duty and prepared for the mission that lay ahead. 
The mission continues to be that of protecting civilians but also 
includes the central factor of making sure that democracy, the rule of 
law and human rights continue to be upheld. My colleague from 
Calgary said earlier that when Canada looks at getting involved, we 
want to ensure that we have the opportunity to promote democracy, 
the rule of law and to deal with human rights, and in this case, 
protecting Libyans. 


Libya's interim rulers showed the world a mass grave they had 
found, believed to hold the remains of over 1,270 inmates killed by 
Gadhafi security forces in the notorious 1996 massacre. 


Gadhafi is still at large and to withdraw our troops from a country 
where this man still roams is really not an option at this point in time. 


Canada has been at the forefront of NATO's mission in Libya to 
protect civilians since March 1, 2011. Canada's own Lieutenant 
General Charles Bouchard has been commanding NATO's military 
campaign in Libya since March 31, 2011. Six hundred and fifty 
Canadian Forces personnel, 15 Royal Canadian Air Force aircraft 
and three Royal Canadian Navy vessels have been working tirelessly 
to both achieve its mission in support of the Libyan people and to 
show Canada's commitment to its allies. They have successfully 
targeted military sites around the country, enforced a no-fly zone, 
and maintained a naval blockade without a single Canadian casualty 
to report. 


We must continue to show our support and commitment to NATO 
and to the UN, as well as those countries with whom we fight against 
tyranny and oppression. To back out now, with Gadhafi still at large, 
would be an act of submission and surrender, and that is not the 
image that Canada can or is willing to portray to the world. 


Libya is not Afghanistan. We are there to help the national 
transitional council rid its people of an oppressor and we will stick 
by our allies until this mission is accomplished. 


Canada has been a member of the UN since the body was created 
out of the rubble of World War II. Canada's history at the UN is 
deeply entrenched. Mr. Humphrey, a Canadian, drafted the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights. Canada has since been a part of every 
UN mission since 1957 and Libya is no different. 


@ (1635) 


We must show the world that Canada continues to play a major 
role on the global stage, and we will take necessary actions whenever 
and wherever innocent civilians are being oppressed. 


The national transitional council, or NTC, formed on February 27, 
acts as the political face of the revolution. It has been recognized by 
Canada, along with the UN General Assembly, as the legitimate 
representative of Libyan citizens. 
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Canada has therefore positioned itself well as an ally to the NTC, 
and in doing so, could help ensure that it stays the course with its 
stated goals of creating a tolerant, stable, pluralistic democracy. 
Certainly, the foreign affairs minister has met with the NTC and we 
have every reason to be optimistic about Libya's future under its 
leadership. 


Gadhafi's days are numbered, and when that number runs out, so 
will Canada's military mission in Libya. Until then, Canada must 
continue to show a commitment to our allies, to the spread of peace 
and democracy, and to the people of Libya. 


Canada has made many recent moves to assist Libya's transition to 
democracy. On September 1, the Prime Minister announced the 
lifting of unilateral sanctions imposed by Canada in order to assist 
the Libyan people transition justly, safely and securely toward a 
democracy. 


On September 13, Canada secured from the United Nations 
Security Council sanctions committing an exemption to unfreeze the 
$2.2 billion worth of Libyan assets to be used for humanitarian 
needs. 


We re-opened our embassy in Tripoli in a temporary location, and 
as soon as necessary repairs are made to our existing embassy 
building and appropriate security measures are in place, we could 
again start to provide the high level of service Canadians have come 
to expect from our embassies worldwide. 


We are moving quickly and decisively to establish all necessary 
links with the new Libyan government and to resume all services for 
Canadians within Libyan borders. However, that is not all our 
government is doing. In addition to assistance in Libya, Canada will 
also work to support Canadian businesses in Libya, many of which 
are ready and anxious to resume their activities there. 


Prior to the unrest, approximately 12 Canadian companies were 
active in the country and many more were exploring opportunities. 
Trade and investment form a critical dimension of Canada's 
relationship with Libya, and last year, Canadian merchandise exports 
to Libya amounted to $246 million, nearly doubling since 2008. 


Over time, Canadian companies have built a significant presence 
in that market. Some, like SNC Lavalin, Petro-Techna and Canadian 
Petroleum Processing Equipment, have been active in the Libyan 
market for over 20 years. They know Libya. They understand the 
challenges of doing business there, especially now, as many 
companies have had their operations and payments interrupted by 
civil war. However, our businesses also understand the opportunities 
that are now opening up in Libya. 


We have much to offer Libya as it rebuilds its economy and 
infrastructure in the years ahead. Canadian companies are well 
positioned to participate in this effort. 


Getting Libyans back to work and Libyan businesses back to 
business is critical to the stabilization and normalization of Libya. 


The government has been working closely with Canadian 
businesses to seek their views. Officials on the ground in Libya 
and in Canada are providing information and support on a daily 
basis. 
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Together, we are exploring ways that Canadian firms can 
participate in restoring Libya's historically active commercial life. 
The need is great. Restarting and rebuilding Libya's economy is both 


à huge task and a significant commercial opportunity. It certainly 


will not be done overnight. 


War, brutal dictatorship and historic underfunding have all taken 
their toll on Libya's infrastructure. Think of all the schools, hospitals 
and buildings that need to be repaired or actually built for the first 
time. Think of the telecommunications systems, pipelines and 
electrical infrastructure that requires servicing or upgrading. 
Canadians and Canadian businesses can help. They want to help. 


I hope we can count on the support of all parliamentarians as we 
find new ways to support our businesses to help Libya overcome this 
difficult period and rebuild for the future. Canada has always been a 
positive force in the world, and we can be just that for the Libyan 
people. 


The Minister of Foreign Affairs said recently that all Canadians 
can be proud that our country has “punched above its weight” by 
leading the way in providing humanitarian, diplomatic and military 
support to the Libyan people. 


As the new leadership of Libya focuses on the future, Canada's 
role will continue to be vital. Our commitment to peacekeeping, 
democracy, freedom and the rule of law takes precedence in every 
action undertaken by our great nation. This conflict is no different. 


The threat posed on the Libyan people's fundamental human 
rights by Gadhafi's regime laid the ground for Canada's intervention. 
We will not leave until these rights are once again restored. 


® (1640) 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Nantel (Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, considering the insistence on keeping Canadian military 
forces there, do our colleagues in the government have information 
on the real capacity of Mr. Gadhafi's organization to respond? 


[English] 


Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, I do not have that information at 
this point in time. 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my hon. 
colleague for his very interesting and informative speech. 


I wonder if the member could give us some sense of what he feels 
the remnants of the Gadhafi regime, which are still fighting today in 
Bani Walid, Sirte and other places in Libya, are likely to do if they 
were to hear that some members of NATO, such as Canada, were 
about to pull out of the mission, discontinuing their participation? 


What does the member think might happen? Would they continue 
to wreak violence on the Libyan people? 


Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, one of the things that history has 
shown is these oppressive and violent dictators, if they think there is 
no support from the outside world, if they believe that people are not 
paying attention, would go back to their old ways. 
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Quite frankly, we have seen statements from some of the families 
saying that it is just a matter of time before they can get back in and 
continue to run the country. 


This is why I believe it is so important, more important than ever, 
that we stay the course, that we continue to work with the Libyan 
people, that we continue to work with the NTC as it sets up and 
moves forward toward democracy and the rule of law, and that we 
continue until the job is done. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
member mentioned health and medical care. 


We know that in many cities municipal services have collapsed or 
are extremely weak because of unpaid salaries, fuel shortages and 
departure of foreign workers. Garbage is piling up in some streets, 
increasing the risk of communicable disease outbreaks at a time 
when the country's disease surveillance and response system is 
weak. 


I am wondering what further action the hon. member would 
propose to improve and help monitor health and nutritional needs, 
health care delivery, ensuring life-saving treatment for trauma and 
injury patients, and access to essential health care, including for 
chronic disease, restoring the medical supply chain for essential 
medicines, vaccines and other medical equipment, and strengthening 
the health system to deliver essential health services. 


Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, as I stated in my speech, and I 
think everyone knows, one of the things that we moved very quickly 
to do, and it happened back on September | was to deal with the 
sanctions committee of the United Nations to unfreeze the $2.2 
billion worth of Libyan assets that is really required for its 
humanitarian aid. 


I think we realize that Libya is a rich country. I do not believe that 
the assets and the money have necessarily been used for good or for 
all it could have been in the past. One of the things we recognized as 
a government was that as long as those assets were frozen, that 
would hamper the reconstruction, that would hamper the ability to 
deal with workers who need to be paid, and that would hamper the 
ability to get aid and medical supplies there. 


That is why we acted on September | and we will continue to do 
so until things are restored. 


‘Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am just wondering if the member across 
would be able to elaborate on the government's plan for aiding in the 
democratic development of Libya as referenced in its motion before 
us today. 


Mr. Dean Allison: Mr. Speaker, we are moving forward to untie 
and unfreeze some of the assets for humanitarian aid. As we look at 
dealing with the NTC and at building ties with it, we want to work 
alongside the NTC so that it can do the things that it stated it is going 
to do in order to make Libya a democratic country again. 


© (1645) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Jean-Francois Fortin (Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis—Ma- 
tane—Matapédia, BQ): Mr. Speaker, as the Bloc Québécois 
foreign affairs and defence critic, I am pleased to be speaking 
before the House during this important debate. 
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Last June, our party reiterated its support for this mission for very 
specific reasons. And these reasons still hold true for us today, even 
more so because the results of the operation on the ground show that 
many civilians were saved and others were protected by the summer- 
long intervention. | 


To begin, I would again like to say that, for the same reasons, the 
Bloc Québécois will be supporting a limited extension of the 
mission. And that is particularly because of the results of the 
mission. Since June, we have seen significant progress. We are 
particularly proud that the armed forces, through targeted interven- 
tions, were able to protect civilians. The Bloc Québécois bases its 
renewed support for this mission on certain principles, and I feel 
compelled to review them. These are the principles to which we 
subscribe and which should continue to guide Canada and the other 
UN members involved in this action in support of a civilian 
population that is struggling. 


First, the multilateral nature of the intervention is very important 
to us. It is organized and directed by the UN Security Council. 
Second, specific means were laid out in UN resolutions 1970 and 
1973. And, finally, the ultimate purpose of the military intervention 
is to protect the lives of Libyan civilians, who were, I should say, 
fiercely threatened. 


Today, particularly in this case, we can see that the results on the 
ground have been successful. However, there are still some areas that 
are under the control of forces loyal to Gadhafi. They are small areas, 
but there is still a threat. After the briefing that was held, the Bloc 
Québécois examined the situation, and we believe that it is still 
logical and relevant to engage in targeted interventions for a limited 
period. 


It is important to mention that the international community's 
commitment in Libya is still an example of the application of the 
responsibility to protect doctrine. Members have spoken about it, 
and there are different interpretations of this doctrine, but we believe 
that the doctrine of the responsibility to share and protect is based on 
three pillars. One of them concerns the current situation more 
specifically. It has to do with the responsibility of the international 
community to take action in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations if a state manifestly fails in its responsibility to 
protect its population from one of the four major crimes. 


Right now, everything indicates that the National Transitional 
Council does not yet have the ability to protect the safety of the 
civilians living in Libyan territory, and under the circumstances, the 
interventions targeting the pockets of resistance must be as delicate 
and appropriate as possible. 
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The doctrine of the responsibility to protect is important. In this 
spirit of democracy, our party would remind the House and the 
government that the renewal of the Canadian mission in Libya, in 
accordance with United Nations Security Council resolutions 1970 
and 1973, is one of the principles that gave rise to this intervention. 


The success of an effective intervention strategy in this case will of 


necessity depend on limited military interventions—especially at this 
time because the pockets of resistance are no longer found across the 
entire country—which should basically focus on the protection of 
civilians, in accordance with the UN resolutions. 


@ (1650) 


The Bloc Québécois would also like to express its concern for and 
solidarity with Quebeckers and Canadians of Libyan origin, who 
have been going through difficult times. However, a quick resolution 
is on the horizon and holds the promise of better days for Libya. 


The Bloc Québécois's support for the government's extension of 
this military mission in Libya is based on the principles of respect for 
human life, respect for rights and freedoms, and especially respect 
for the political sovereignty of the Libyan people, who are fighting 
for civil liberties and a better life without suffering. 


- Tn our opinion, respect for Libyan sovereignty is essential. When 
the last bastions loyal to Colonel Gadhafi fall, Canada must 
withdraw quickly in order for a democratic transition to take place, 
allowing the Libyan people to govern themselves without any 
interference from outside forces. 


It goes without saying that this is not a military intervention with 
the goal, as I just said, of taking away the Libyan people's right to 
sovereignty by invading or breaking up the country. On the contrary, 
this mission seeks to protect the lives of people intent on changing 
their political situation, which, at present, violates the freedom of 
Libyan civilians. 

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the hon. member said that he did not believe that the NTC 
was capable of protecting the safety of civilians on the ground. If the 
NTC is not able to protect the safety of civilians during ground 
operations, why did it not ask NATO or the UN to provide military 
assistance by deploying ground troops? 


Mr. Jean-Francois Fortin: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member for 
Abitibi—Témiscamingue asked a very good question. 


The intervention by ground troops goes completely against our 
current vision of the action that should be taken. As I said earlier, to 
be completely honest with the hon. member, I would say that the 
reports prove that the National Transitional Council is having 
difficulty providing security on the ground. In particular, it is having 
difficulty getting rid of the last remaining bastions that are still loyal 
to Gadhafi. 


When it comes to a decision like this, it seems logical to us to stay 
on site for a few extra months to allow the NTC, which I would like 
to remind the House is recognized by international organizations, to 
take on the responsibility in an acceptable manner that will protect 
the safety of civilians. 


[English] 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to hear the comments from the Bloc representative in 
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regard to its position on the whole Libya issue. There is no doubt that 
the Liberal Party and others inside this chamber have seen the value 
in terms of providing freedom for the people of Libya. 


One of the questions that needs to be answered, and I look to the 
government or the Bloc representative, is this. Under what kind of 
circumstances would the member envision this engagement in terms 
of the role that the UN or NATO would play in regard to taking a 
position of when Canada should withdraw from Libya? To what 
degree does the Bloc see NATO and the UN providing guidance on 
that issue? 


@ (1655) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Jean-François Fortin: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. 
member for his excellent question. — 


In our opinion, it is also the responsibility of the government to 
plan and to determine the context in which it will decide to withdraw 
the troops. We hope the decision will be made before the end of the 
proposed extension of the mission. According to the model 
established by the organizations on the ground, as soon as the 
liberation of Libya has been declared, an eight-month preparation 
process would allow for a free election to be held in Libya. Canada 
has to be able to determine both the context in which it will withdraw 
its military troops and the way in which it will provide support for 
reconstruction and help for victims of damaging crimes. The 
government has a responsibility to answer the many questions that 
have been raised as to where we wish to go from here. 


[English] 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, may I 
begin by expressing the appreciation of the member for Scarborough 
—Guildwood for the Minister of National Defence and his staff. 


Throughout the summer, as the member for Scarborough— 
Guildwood has expressed, he and other members of our caucus 
received briefings from the Minister of National Defence and his 
staff. They gave us updates on the unfolding situation in Libya 
which were thorough, frequent, extensive and candid. We appre- 
ciated the openness the minister demonstrated throughout this 
mission. 


I would add that I had discussions with the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs and I appreciated as well the diplomatic initiatives he took 
with the contact group and otherwise the sanctions that were levied 
against the Libyan leadership and the movement to bring Libyan 
officials, beginning with Colonel Gadhafi, before the International 
Criminal Court for accountability. 


I would also like to recognize the exemplary contribution of our 
armed forces. It really is due to the professionalism and dedication of 
our Canadian Forces and that of NATO that we can discuss what is 
happening in Libya today in a manner that speaks to the rebuilding 
of a free Libya, a Libya free from the tyrannical regime of Colonel 
Gadhafi and his cohorts. 
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I would like to highlight the work of our diplomatic representa- 
tives, particularly that of Sandra McCardell, the Canadian ambassa- 
dor to Libya. We know that conflicts in this day and age are not 
simply addressed and won on the battlefield, but they also take place 
in the trenches of diplomacy. She has been a significant asset to 
Canada throughout the mission and will continue to play a very 
prominent role in the rebuilding process. As she and her family head 
off to Libya, my colleagues in the Liberal Party and I wish her safety 
and godspeed in her mission. 


On this point of expressing appreciation, I want to express our 
thanks as well to the Libyan diaspora here in Canada and those 
outside Canada with whom our caucus has met singly and in groups. 
They identified for us the challenges that are confronting Libya 
today, as well as the opportunities. Some of those challenges which 
they outlined to us I am going to be abbreviating for reasons of time. 
They would be far more elaborate and clear were I able to convey 
them as they were initially conveyed in their deliberations with us. 


First, they spoke of leadership issues. Gadhafi had effectively 
eliminated most of the political elite, including opposition figures in 
exile. As a result of that, political parties and opposition groups were 
almost non-existent. Gadhafi therefore remained the only dominant 
personality in the political realm which now has to be reconfigured, 
rebuilt and redeemed. 


The second was the issue of the remnants of a divided society. 
Divisions between eastern, western, coastal and inland regions 
would still be a factor, as would tribal divisions, though this to a 
lesser extent. In particular, reference was made to the division 
between Benghazi and Tripoli. Residents of both cities have a certain 
apprehension of the other gaining dominance, while Tripoli itself 
remains a certain complex mix between old residents who, although 
anti-Gadhafi, are nonetheless concerned about the control to be 
exercised from Benghazi, and Gadhafi loyalists who came to that 
city in later years. I do not want to over-exaggerate this point. It has 
been made by others, including in briefings by the National 
Endowment for Democracy, but it at least deserves mention in this 
catalogue of some of the challenges. 


The third one is that of a weak security sector. Unlike Egypt, for 
example, Libya lacks a sophisticated security sector in particular. 
Under the Gadhafi regime, security was heavily privatized and 
contracted to foreign mercenaries. Therefore, no effective, sophis- 
ticated and viable security sector was developed. 


© (1700) 


The fourth one was a lack of economic infrastructure. Here, too, 
there was a bifurcated economic system where the oil resources were 
largely separated from the rest of the economy, which remain for the 
most part underdeveloped. The allocation of oil revenues, therefore, 
in a democratically developing Libya raises the issue of a resource- 
based conflict that could develop between competing regions. This is 
something we will have to monitor as well, led of course by the 
Libyan Transitional Council and government. 


Finally, reference has to be made to the character of the violent 
conflict and the transitional justice that will evolve. Such a conflict 
as we have been witnessing raises issues of accountability and 
demands for retribution. 
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In particular, given our experience with respect to transitional 
justice in terms of developing international justice frameworks and 
reforms, we can assist the Libyan Transitional Council in this regard. 


May I just close in terms of that which was conveyed to us about 
some of the opportunities. 


The opportunities exist because of, in effect, the disenchantment 
with the Gadhafist ideology. That ideology never did take hold. 
Libyans at this point are seeking, and indeed welcoming, the notion 
of having free elections, mechanisms for accountability, and putting 
to bed any reference to that remnant of an ideology that was never 
embraced by the Libyan people themselves. 


There is also a commitment to democratic legitimacy. The NTC 
itself has recognized the need for free and fair multi-party elections 
and the establishment of a provisional government. It has expressed 
commitment to bring together intellectuals, human rights leaders, 
trade unions and citizens in any transition process so that it goes 
forward in an inclusive manner. 


In the matter of local government, an important point is that local 
councils largely superseded tribal ties to provide for more 
independent, transparent and accountable government. There is a 
developing healthy interaction. I am speaking here about the 
potential opportunities between the National Transitional Council 
and local councils. This will help to develop a governance that 
promotes both a democratic voice and accountability. 


Finally, in terms of civil society, the emerging civil society 
organizations offer opportunities for civic participation and possibi- 
lities to build trust outside the lesser institutions that have been 
allowed to develop in terms of family and tribe on any national scale. 
Labour unions can play an important role here. Although they were 
heavily controlled by Gadhafi, they are one of the few groupings in 
the civil society sector that were allowed to exist under the Gadhafi 
regime, although the influence there of course remained. 


I participated, as many members did, in the debate on Libya that 
we had in the House last March. At the time, I mentioned in the 
House and wrote at the end of February in a series of op-eds: 


[T]he threats and assaults on civilians in Libya continue to escalate. .. Muammar 
Gaddafi vows to exterminate the “greasy rats” of civilians, who “deserve to die”. 


The continuing pronouncements by Gadhafi at the time led to 
ongoing condemnation and calls for action. Even opposition parties 
at the time in Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco spoke of Gadhafi's 
genuine industry of extermination and the need to act, as did western 
political leaders, the European Union, the UN Secretary-General and 
the like. Interestingly enough, none of the political leaders who 
spoke about the compellability to act referred to the need to invoke 
the responsibility to protect doctrine. I was delighted that in its 
midnight session on February 26, the UN Security Council in its 
resolution then and later in March invoked the responsibility to 
protect doctrine. | 


As I wrote at the time: 


Strong condemnation—without effective action by the international community— 
would be a betrayal of the Libyan people and a repudiation of the [responsibility to 
protect] R2P Doctrine. It is our responsibility to ensure this Doctrine is not yet 
another exercise in empty rhetoric, but an effective resolve to protect people and 
human rights. 
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The two resolutions that were passed, in particular, resolution 
1973 of March 17, authorized international military action against 
the Libyan government including a no-fly zone to protect the Libyan 
people, tightening the economic and financial sanctions along with 


calls for a ceasefire, diplomatic initiatives and movements toward 


self-determination for the Libyan people. This created a situation 
where not long thereafter, we were able to say that the international 
action authorized by the UN Security Council appeared to be 
working. 


By the end of March the no-fly zone had not only been 
established, but enforced. A no-drive zone had effectively been 
implemented. Rebel forces that were on the cusp of desperation 
weeks before appeared emboldened by the United Nations' response. 
The international action was not a unilateral move by the United 
States or one in the absence of a UN Security Council resolution, but 
had been undertaken pursuant to two UN Security Council 
resolutions, the first invoking importantly the responsibility to 
protect doctrine together with targeted sanctions, and the second 
invoking the important no-fly zone and the accompanying initiatives 
to which I refer. 


We had a situation that moved forward. This brings us to the 
present day where in discussions in the UN Security Council, Under- 
Secretary-General Lynn Pascoe spoke of the challenges that still 
await us and the role we can play in that regard. He mentioned the 
security concerns that still obtain in that regard and which still need 
to be addressed and that the formation of a new inclusive interim 
government would be a crucial step toward national reconciliation 
and unity and to ensuring that all military groups were brought under 
a unified command. 


Also, and this is something that bears mention and action, 
regarding the issue of arms proliferation, he echoed the concerns of 
others that it is imperative the National Transitional Council and the 
international community establish control over the large stockpiles 
of sophisticated weapons amassed by the Gadhafi government, 
including ground-to-air missiles, warning against the spread as he 
did of those armaments and the threat that they could fall into 
terrorists’ hands. 


Re-establishing control over chemical weapons and prospective 
weapons of mass destruction is of paramount importance. Indeed 
there has been the discovery of chemical weapons stockpiles, some 
of which have been discovered as recently as September 22. 


Mr. Pascoe spoke of the uncovering of mass graves which 
indicated the enormity of the human rights crimes that were 
perpetrated by the Gadhafi regime. Evidence has to be gathered 
reliably for future accountability. All countries must co-operate— 
and Canada can play a leading role—with the International Criminal 
Court in apprehending the indictees and bringing them to justice. 


We will also have to make every effort to prevent revenge attacks 
as he mentioned in expressing concern over the forced displacement 
of groups of civilians among the Tewerga and Gwaliosh peoples, 
who were perceived as Gadhafi loyalists. 


Another issue expressed today in the Security Council debate was 
the continuing concern about African migrants and other third party 
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nationals, over 200,000 of whom the United Nations had helped 
evacuate since the beginning of the crisis. He noted that many more 
remained in transit camps inside the country. We will have to move 
to the early processing of those in detention and greater attention to 
the security of those who continue to work in Libya. 


Finally, reference was made by Mr. Jibril today in his address 
about the need to continue the unfreezing of funds. These funds are 
needed now in the rebuilding of Libya. The needs of Libya at this 
point, whether they be housing and electricity, rebuilding infra- 
structure which was decimated by the conflict, even the security 
matters relating to weapons retention and the like, will need the kind 
of funds that the assets can provide. 


I will close by making reference to the fact that the NDP 
amendment that we have been debating effectively calls for the end 
of our military participation in Libya. It is not a position expressed 
by the leader of our party, nor one that our party shares. 
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House of Commons rules are such that this amendment cannot be 
further amended to ensure that support for this mission continues. 
Had we been able to amend the government's motion, then the text 
of our amended motion would have read as follows, and with this I 
move to a close. I will speak to the substance of what would have 
been our proposed motion. It is as follows: That, in standing in 
solidarity with those seeking freedom and better governance in 
Libya, and in order to protect the civilian population of the country 
from violent attacks from their own government, the House adopted 
government motions on March 21 and June 14, 2011 authorizing all 
necessary measures, including the use of the Canadian armed forces 
and military assets in accordance with United Nations Security 
Council resolution 1973; that given the current military situation and 
the success of the National Transitional Council (NTC) and anti- 
Gaddafi forces to date, the House supports an extension of up to 
three months of the involvement of the Canadian armed forces 
operating with NATO in accordance with a legal mandate from 
UNSC resolution 1973; that the House continues to support Canada's 
engagement in all spheres in the rebuilding of a new Libya, 
including human rights, democratic development and the rule of law, 
as well as humanitarian and medical assistance in co-operation with 
the Libyan Canadian community; that the Government of Canada 
implement a broader engagement strategy with North Africa to 
promote democracy and stability in the region; that the House 
deplores the violence committed by the previous regime against the 
Libyan people, including violence against women, including sexual 
assault and torture as weapons of war, and including human rights 
abuses against migrant workers; that the House of Commons 
Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and International Develop- 
ment and the Standing Committee on National Defence shall remain 
seized of Canada's activities under UNSC resolution 1973 and in the 
rebuilding of the new Libya. 


This would continue to give us an active role with respect to the 
responsibility to protect doctrine and its implementation. 
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It further states: that the House extends thanks to Canada's 
Ambassador to Libya, Sandra McCardell, and her diplomatic 
colleagues, as well as those working at the Canadian International 
Development Agency for the good work that they have done; and 
that the House continues to offer its wholehearted and unconditional 
support to the brave men and women of the Canadian armed forces 
who stand on guard for all of us, and continue to protect Libyan 
civilians from the risks still posed by the Gaddhafi regime, and give 
effective implementation to the responsibility to protect doctrine. 


However, since we are unable to move this specific motion and 
since we cannot support the NDP's amended motion, we will be 
supporting the main motion. ; 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the hon. member for Mount 
Royal is well known as an international legal scholar and I always 
appreciate his comments and speeches in the House of Commons. 


I do not know if he had an opportunity earlier today to listen to the 
speech given by the opposition, the foreign affairs critic for the NDP, 
but I was confused and thought that perhaps the hon. member for 
Mount Royal could help me out with my confusion. 


The NDP foreign affairs critic said that the NDP had decided to 
support the Canadian mission in Libya because of resolution 1973 in 
March and then they found that this resolution was still in place and 
a reason for supporting the mission in June. The hon. member will 
know that resolution 1973 called on all members of the United 
Nations to take all necessary actions to protect civilians, to enforce 
an arms embargo and to enforce a ban on military flights over 
Libyan air space. Then the member will also know that just 10 days 
ago the United Nations Security Council passed resolution 2009, 
which maintained provisions to enforce the no-fly zone, protect 
civilians and enforce the arms embargo in light of continued fighting 
in some parts of Libya. 


Could the member comment on that inconsistency between those 
two resolutions on behalf of the NDP? 
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Hon. Irwin Cotler: Mr. Speaker, I think the inconsistency may lie 
in the fact that as a matter of principle the NDP has been a strong 
supporter, not only with regard to the Libyan situation, but with 
regard to the responsibility to protect doctrine, as incorporated in UN 
Security Council resolution 1973. That accounts for what we might 
say the generic commitment is with the responsibility to protect. 


However, as the member for Toronto Centre noted earlier in his 
comments before the House, there were at the same time elements of 
the speech which were at variance with its own, not necessarily 
commitment for the responsibility to protect doctrine, but with 
respect to the application of that doctrine as it applied now to the 
Libyan situation. At one and the same time in the same breath one 
heard both a support for and opposition to the motion as proposed by 
the government. Therefore, in my view, that accounted for the 
inconsistencies. 


Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
ask my hon. colleague a question that is both connected to this 
debate and on a point I raised earlier regarding the work we need to 
be doing in our own country in terms of building communities, 
investment and development in our own communities. I specifically 
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look to the challenges we face in northern Canada and aboriginal 
communities. Would he agree that ultimately nations become 
stronger when that is the focus, rather than the military end of 
things, and looking ahead to the next chapter of focusing on 
developing, capacity building and the need to look at that both at 
home and abroad? 


Hon. Irwin Cotler: Mr. Speaker, I would agree with the member, 
but I do not find a contradiction between working with respect to 
capacity building in the north with respect to working for aboriginal 
justice. Indeed, as I indicated, during the period that I was minister of 
justice and attorney general of Canada, aboriginal justice was a 
priority both on our domestic and international justice agenda. 
Certainly a commitment with respect to the north capacity building 
and the like have to remain a priority for us. The stronger we are as a 
nation, the better we will be able to make a contribution 
internationally. 


However, this does not preclude our parallel obligation, 
particularly under the responsibility to protect. One might say we 
have a responsibility to protect domestically, but there is an 
international doctrine with regard to a responsibility to protect. It 
says that where we have a situation of war crimes, crimes against 
humanity and, God forbid, genocide, where the country in which that 
is taking place is unwilling or unable to do anything about it, or.even 
worse, as in the case of Libya, is the author of that criminality, then 
under the Responsibility to Protect Doctrine the international 
community, and that includes Canada, has a responsibility to 
intervene and protect the civilians. 


I might add that we are now in the 10th anniversary of the 
Responsibility to Protect Doctrine. Canadians played an important 
role in the development of that doctrine. We look upon it as 
something which gives us a kind of international badge of pride, 
globally speaking, and that we can speak with a certain authenticity 
with respect to the implementation of such a doctrine, whether it be 
in Libya or elsewhere. 


I do not want to use the same notion of that document 
domestically because they are different things, but in terms of 
having responsibility domestically, yes, absolutely we do, and that 
has to be an ongoing commitment. 


With regard to responsibility to protect internationally, that is a 
distinguishable obligation under international law, which we helped 
develop, contribute to and we are now implementing. I am delighted 
that Canada can lead the way in that regard. 
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Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
congratulate my hon. colleague again for his wonderful speeches and 
tremendous commitment to world peace and advancing the peace in 
many areas of the country. 


I particularly want him to elaborate on the proposed amendment 
that we would have introduced had procedures allowed. It very much 
encapsulated a lot of what I think all of us as Canadians and 
parliamentarians feel when it comes to the issue of peace in Libya 
and our hopes for the people and the region for a peaceful future. 
Would the hon. member comment further on that? 
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Hon. Irwin Cotler: Mr. Speaker, the whole thrust of what we 
proposed, that would have been the substance of an amendment, was 
to give expression as to how the Responsibility to Protect Doctrine 
could actually be implemented on the ground in all its aspects. 


The Responsibility to Protect Doctrine not only authorizes the use ~ 


of military force, it authorizes the use of military force to put an end 
to the killing field. It authorizes the use, in this instance, of a no-fly 
zone to stop the rampant and indiscriminate killing and murder that 
was going on by the Gadhafi regime. 


We believe the Responsibility to Protect Doctrine, and indeed the 
ongoing involvement it will have in the next three months of this 
mission, speaks to the importance of our involvement in all spheres 
of the building of a new Libya, including human rights, democratic 
development, the rule of law, humanitarian and medical assistance in 
co-operation with the Libyan government itself. In other words, we 
take the notion of our responsibility to protect as involving an 
ongoing engagement and involvement in the building of a 
democratic Libya anchored in the promotion and protection of 
human rights, the rule of law and democratic development and 
humanitarian assistance processes. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I will attempt to make this question brief. 


There are increasing reports that our responsibility to protect must 
extend beyond those people threatened by Colonel Gadhafi and must 
extend to those people who are now understood to have once 
favoured Colonel Gadhafi. How do we protect those people when we 
are not allowed by the transitional government to be in Libya to 
protect civilian populations through a UN peacekeeping force? 


Hon. Irwin Cotler: Mr. Speaker, as part of our engagement we 
will have to work closely with the National Transitional Council to 
ensure that the appropriate protection is extended to all groups, 
including protection against vengeful attacks, and that we move 
forward in such a way that we build a democratic and inclusive 
provisional government and a democratically plural society in Libya. 
I believe we can play in role in that objective. 


Mrs. Nina Grewal (Fleetwood—Port Kells, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
I will be splitting my time with the member for Selkirk—Interlake. 


I am pleased to rise today on behalf of the constituents of 
Fleetwood—Port Kells to speak to the motion before the House, 
which seeks an extension of Canada's military engagement in Libya. 


Canada has been at the forefront of international efforts in Libya, 
and from the outset has pushed for swift and decisive action. We are 
proud of the role Canada has played to support the Libyan people in 
their struggle to realize a new Libya. After 42 years of brutal 
dictatorship and one-man rule, the Libyan people have taken 
important steps to secure for themselves a brighter future. 


The unanimous passing of United Nations Security Council 
resolutions 1970 and 1973 sent a very clear message: the murder of 
its own citizens by the Libyan regime and the gross violation of the 
population's human rights would not be tolerated by the international 
community and would carry serious consequences. 


Canada's armed forces have played a leading role in preventing 
attacks and the threat of attacks against civilians. We have played a 
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vital role in ensuring a positive outcome, but members opposite have 
lacked the will to see the mission to a successful conclusion. 


In August the Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, of which I 
am a member, met to discuss the ongoing situation in Libya. We 
heard from officials from the Department of Foreign Affairs, the 
Canadian International Development Agency and the Department of 
National Defence. 


At that time members discussed and debated the progress of the 
Canadian mission and ways in which Canada and the international 
community could improve the protection of civilians in the near and 
long terms. At that time the NDP walked out of the meeting and 
declared the mission to be at a standstill. 


Just over a week after that meeting, most of the Libyan people, 
including those in Tripoli, were freed from the control of the Gadhafi 
regime. The NDP could not have been more wrong. 


Despite the progress that has been made, Libya and its people still 
need our help. The job is not yet done. The reasons Parliament voted 
to endorse military action still exist, and so it is our position that 
Canada's role in Libya must continue. 


We must remain committed to protecting civlians under threat of 
attack in Libya and continue to work with NATO allies and partners 
until the goal of the mission has been met. We must continue 
protecting civilians and civilian-populated areas. We must maintain 
the no-fly zone and we must enforce the arms embargo. 


As it did in many countries swept up in the Arab awakening, 
change in Libya came suddenly. Mild, peaceful protests were met 
with overwhelming force and violence by an autocracy that had long 
maintained its control through fear and its monopoly of power 
through the use of violence. 


The Gadhafis, first the father and then the son, promised “rivers of 
blood”. They promised to make the people of Libya pay in blood. 
They called anti-Gadhafi protestors “rats” and mercenaries who 
deserved the death penalty. They called upon forces to cleanse Libya 
house by house. 


The Gadhafi regime chose to wage war on its own people and 
included acts of sexual violence to further the regime's military 
goals. Canada has been at the forefront of those demanding that the 
regime halt attacks against its own people and ensure that 
perpetrators of crimes are brought to justice. 


Canada was among the first to call for the UN Security Council to 
refer the situation to the International Criminal Court and strongly 
supported the creation by the human rights council of an 
international commission of inquiry into violations of human rights. 
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When used as a weapon of war, rape is a war crime. When used to 
systematically attack, suppress and terrorize, rape can be a crime 
against humanity. We condemn these attacks without reservation. 
These despicable acts underscore why Canada is, and should 
continue to be, part of the NATO mission. 


Libya is a country in the grip of fundamental change. International 
consensus for action has come in the form of clear and very effective 
UN Security Council resolutions. 
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The Canadian and international response that followed the 
passage of resolutions 1970 and 1973 is one of which we can all 
be justly proud, and we must stay the course, not only in finishing 
our military mission but also in helping to assure the final outcome. 


Libya's success will establish examples for the entire Arab world 
about how the traditions and values of the Arab world, an ancient 
and honoured culture, can make the transition to freedom, 
democracy, genuine rule of law and human security. These are the 
foundation stones of economic and social development. 


As the Prime Minister has stated, “We presume no right to tell the 
Libyans how they should govern themselves, nor do we have 
unrealistic expectations”. It is not our place to tell the Libyans how 
to rebuild their country. We now expect the new government of 
Libya to fulfill its commitments to freedom, democracy, human 
rights and the rule of law. | 


We remain committed to supporting these next steps to assist the 
Libyan people in their determination to rebuild a peaceful and 
prosperous society. 


In Libya today, as the old regime is justly swept into the dustbin of 
history, the people are coming face to face with these very 
challenges. The role of Canada and the international community is 
to help Libyans meet them and find Libyan solutions for a Libyan 
future. 


Members across the way have been saying that Canada's military 
role in Libya is finished. They say that we have done our part. 


As I said previously, the reasons for which Parliament over- 
whelmingly supported our mission still exist, and so do the 
conditions that prompted the UN and NATO to act. Civilians in 
some parts of Libya still face the threat of Colonel Gadhafi and his 
regime. They still need our protection. Our part is not done yet. For 
this reason, I urge all members to support the motion. 
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Mr. Philip Toone (Gaspésie—Îles-de-la-Madeleine, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I have a question regarding enforcing the no-fly zone. 


I was wondering if the hon. member could elaborate on what air 
force she is wishing to protect the civilians against. From all 
evidence, it seems that the Gadhafi resistance does not have an air 
force to speak of. What use does she see for the Canadian military's 
air force in protecting the civilians against whatever air force it is she 
is trying to defend those civilians from? 


Mrs. Nina Grewal: Mr. Speaker, I want to let the hon. member 
know why we are in Libya. The reason for being in Libya is to 
protect the human rights of the Libyan people, and our job is not 
finished yet. 


It is all about helping the Libyan people and the wonderful society 
there, the women out there, the children out there. Besides doing our 
part to ensure a new government, we have also acted swiftly to 
support those affected by the violence in Libya. 


I would like to let the hon. member know what Canada has done 
there to date. Canada's total humanitarian response to the crisis in 
Libya is over $10 million. Canada is helping to address urgent 
medical requirements, basic humanitarian needs and the repatriation 
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of those people who are displaced into neighbouring countries and 
who need our help urgently. 


We are working toward that, and I would— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. 
Questions and comments, the hon. member for Saanich—Gulf 
Islands. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
as must be clear by now to all members, the Green Party will be 
voting against this motion again today. As we stood alone to do so in 
June, I am pleased to know I will no longer be standing alone and 
that members of the official opposition will joining me. 


My concern, to the member for Fleetwood—Port Kells, is that 
yes, we are protecting women, but on the other hand, how do we 
stand as a country when we know that a Libyan woman whose 
surname was Gadhafi was shot by the Libyan rebels while she tried 
to get her family out of the country? Babies were killed. The only 
mistake they acknowledged was that they thought she was a Gadhafi 
family member. 


Is it now acceptable for our allies to kill small children if they 
think they are related to Colonel Gadhafi? 
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Mrs. Nina Grewal: Mr. Speaker, that is the very same reason we 
are in Libya: security. That is what is needed there. 


If this mission is not extended, how are we going to help? For 
various reasons, we need to extend the mission so that we can help 
the Libyan people in Libya. 


Hon. Lynne Yelich (Minister of State (Western Economic 
Diversification), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I was wondering if the 
member would like to expand on how the people of Libya are 
advancing themselves and helping with their own security. 


Mrs. Nina Grewal: Mr. Speaker, I would like to let the hon. 
member know that I am very proud of the work our government is 
doing. 


Our government is proud of the role Canada has played in 
supporting the Libyan people in their struggle to realize a new Libya. 
After 42 years of brutal dictatorship and one-man rule in that 
country, the Libyan people have taken important steps to secure for 
themselves a brighter future. While the job is not done yet, the 
Libyan-led efforts to realize their country's potential still continue to 
advance. 


We now expect the new government of Libya to fulfill its 
commitment to freedom, democracy, human rights and the rule of 
law. That is what I would like to let the hon. member know. 


Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in support of Canada's continued military contribution 
to the mission in Libya. 
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I want to add my voice to all the thanks that have gone out in 
recognition of the great work that has been done by members of the 
Canadian armed forces regarding the Libya mission. Also, I must 
give kudos to our diplomats, especially Ambassador Sandra 
McCardell. She has done a fantastic job in re-establishing our 


embassy there, getting the mission working on a temporary basis | 


while repairs are being done to the embassy building, and really 
leading the Canadian charge on the diplomatic end. 


As well, I must thank all the humanitarian relief agencies that are 
at work in Libya providing the resources and services so desperately 
needed by the people after their civil war, which is still under way as 
we speak. 


Of course I also thank all of the personnel at the Department of 
National Defence, Department of Foreign Affairs and International 
Trade, and the Canadian International Development Agency who 
provided briefings to us as members of Parliament and specifically to 
those of us who are members of the national defence committee. 
They kept us abreast of everything that was happening throughout 
the summer and into this fall, on how the Canadian military mission 
was played out and how things were happening from the standpoint 
of relief. They also ensured there were diplomatic briefings so we 
would know how the relationship was progressing with the National 
Transitional Council. I do want to extend my thanks and appreciation 
on behalf of my constituents and on behalf of my committee for 
those briefings. 


This mission began last March in response to events in Libya that 
caught most observers by surprise. At the beginning of this year, few 
people could have accurately predicted that the Libyan people would 
rise up in protest against decades of oppression under the Gadhafi 


regime, and equally as few could have foreseen similar uprisings . 


against entrenched dictators that occurred earlier in Tunisia and 
Egypt. 


The Libyan situation illustrates just how unpredictable the global 
security environment has become. It also illustrates that responsible 
governments must be ready to respond to events as they unfold. At 
home and abroad, this government must remain ready to protect its 
citizens against all threats while also assuming leadership positions 
by promoting security and justice around the world. 


Libya is but the most recent example, demonstrating why 
maintaining military capabilities and a high level of readiness makes 
sense. As the minister said earlier, the Libyan population would not 
have the opportunity it has now without the Canadian armed forces' 
contribution to ongoing international efforts in Libya. Both the scale 
of our contribution and the speed at which it was deployed took a 
tremendous amount of effort and expertise. 


The government acted decisively in support of the United Nations 
Security Council resolution 1973. We deployed CF-18 fighter 
aircraft to Sicily one day after resolution 1973 passed to join our 
allies and partners in enforcing the arms embargo and no-fly zone 
over Libya. Almost three weeks earlier, HMCS Charlottetown set 
sail for the Mediterranean in early March to join allied ships in view 
of Libya's deteriorating security situation. 


In both cases, the men and women of the Canadian armed forces 
deployed quickly and professionally with very little notice. They 
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began contributing immediately to what would soon become the 
NATO-led mission Operation Unified Protector led by Lieutenant- 
General Charles Bouchard, a Canadian general no less. He is 
someone I am familiar with as he was stationed at 17 Wing and 1 Air 
Command headquarters in Winnipeg. 


This rapid effective response is a testament to the high level of our 
Canadian armed forces' training, readiness and equipment. 


Today, Canada maintains one of the international community's 
more robust military contributions to the mission. This includes the 
Royal Canadian Navy's HMCS Vancouver together with its 
embarked Sea King helicopters. Just as HMCS Charlottetown did 
before it was relieved last month, the Vancouver is escorting mine- 
countering and measuring vessels and replenishment ships to ensure 
that the Libyan waters remain navigable and that humanitarian 
supplies make it to shore. HMCS Vancouver is also patrolling 
Libyan waters to ensure that illicit persons and material do not enter 
or leave Libya. 


In the skies, the Royal Canadian Air Force is demonstrating 
leadership through Task Force Libeccio. 
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Our two CP-140 Aurora maritime patrol aircraft are contributing 
to surveillance and intelligence efforts. To date, our seven CF-18 
Hornet jet fighters that have conducted over 800 sorties along with 
the United Kingdom and France are the most active fighters of any 
allied or partner air force. Our two C-130 Hercules and one CC-150 
Polaris aerial refuelling aircraft are taking part in what one NATO 
spokesperson has called the greatest air-to-air refuelling effort in the 
history of modern aerial warfare. 


Each of these Canadian armed forces operations is critical. It is 
clear that along with the contributions of our allies and partners, they 
have achieved significant progress in wearing down what are now 
the remnants of the Gadhafi regime's ability to attack civilian 
Libyans. 


These efforts have allowed the National Transitional Council the 
time and space to establish greater control, which will all but 
eliminate further attacks by what remains of Gadhafi's forces. 


Earlier this fall, the Prime Minister addressed our members of the 
Canadian armed forces in Trapani, Italy. He said: 


… because you held the ring while Libyans fought their own fight with their - 
oppressor, the Libyan people are now free to choose. This is the best of Canada’s 
military tradition. For we are not a country that makes war for gain or for territory. 
We do not fight for glory, and if we covet honour, it is only a reputation for doing 
the right thing in a good cause. That is all. And that is enough. 


I believe that Canadians can be proud of our country's leadership 
role from day one in responding to the Libyan crisis . What truly is 
impressive is that while all of this was going on the Canadian armed 
forces was carrying out other international operations as well as 
operations here at home in North America. 
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In Canada, the Canadian armed forces continued to provide 
critical search and rescue capabilities, providing life-saving 
assistance to those in distress anywhere in Canada and at any time. 
This was demonstrated rather vividly just last month when our 
military personnel responded quickly and professionally when a 
civilian airliner tragically crashed near Resolute Bay, Nunavut. 


Just over the past few months, our men and women in uniform 
have assisted our provincial authorities in Saskatchewan, Ontario, 
Quebec, and my home province of Manitoba and indeed in my very 
own riding, in dealing with and preparing for floods and forest fires. 


In North America, the Canadian armed forces continues to work 
with its American counterparts, mainly through NORAD, to defend 
the skies above the continent. 


However, while the Canadian armed forces has been busy at home 
over the past several months, it was also engaged in a truly massive 
undertaking in Afghanistan. In July, the Canadian armed forces 
wound down five years of combat operations in Afghanistan and 
shifted its focus to the training of Afghan security forces. 


The Canadian armed forces is involved in 15 other missions 
around the world fulfilling a variety of roles in addition to its 
operations in Afghanistan and Libya. 


All of these missions are essential. 
© (1745) 


[ Translation] 


We simply cannot afford to interrupt them. 
[English] 


We simply cannot afford to not do them, just as we cannot afford 
to leave Libya now, as the minister has stated. 


I support Canada's continued military commitment to this NATO 
mission and to the people of Libya. I call on all members of the 
House for their continued support in strengthening and sustaining the 
Canadian armed forces' impressive readiness and capabilities well 
into the future. 


[ Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, does the Conservative member believe that, by focusing on 
the humanitarian and diplomatic aspects of the situation as we are 
proposing, it would give the NTC more time, energy and strength to 
successfully carry out the few remaining battles in towns that are still 
occupied by pro-Gadhafi forces on the ground and to conduct 
military operations to quickly free the few remaining towns that are 
still under the control of pro-Gadhafi forces. 

[English] 

Mr. James Bezan: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my 
colleague for her service to this country as a member of the Canadian 
Forces and for her experience in the past. I know that she brings a 
great deal of knowledge to the Standing Committee on National 
Defence which I get to chair with her. Therefore, I do appreciate the 
member's input. 


As the member knows from the briefings we have received just 
this past week a large part of the country is still under the control of 
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the pro-Gadhafi forces. That represents about 15% of the population. 
I believe that she as well as all members of the House want to see 
humanitarian aid and the rights of those individuals protected and 
delivered so that they have the same opportunity the rest of the 
people of Libya are now enjoying because of the activities taken on 
by the NATO mission. 


By putting in place the no-fly zone, by making sure that the navy 
is Out there protecting the shoreline and ensuring there is no increase 
in arms availability to the pro-Gadhafi forces, we can bring about 
peace hopefully in the short term and deliver the aid that is so 
desperately needed in the entire country. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it 
is a shame that the Liberal Party was not able to move the 
subamendment because I have often heard members on the 
government side. talk about the compassionate side and the 
importance of humanitarian support. The amendment that was 
talked about by the member for Mount Royal highlighted the aspect 
that Canada does have a stronger role in that area to play. | 


Because of the amendment and the position the NDP took on it, 
we were not allowed to bring forward the subamendment. 


At this time, I will take the opportunity to acknowledge the 
wonderful efforts of the Canadian Forces and the work that it has 
done. 


Does the member or the government envision any circumstances 
wherein the UN or NATO might become disengaged? What role 
does he see NATO and the UN having in terms of a disengagement 
with Libya? 


Mr. James Bezan: Mr. Speaker, we know that we have to 
improve the security situation. As the member for Mount Royal 
stated clearly and eloquently in his speech earlier, the security 
situation is still very unstable in Libya and there is no ground force 
in place other than the NTC to defend and bring about law and order 
on the streets and in homes and communities across Libya. 


When it comes to humanitarian aid, Libya has a great deal of 
wealth. It has a lot of natural resources at its disposal. Canada has 
already unfrozen $2.2 billion of assets Libya had in Canada through 
the Gadhafi regime and has made them available for humanitarian 
aid efforts. 


Ambassador Sandra McCardell is leading the Canadian diplomatic 
mission and is making sure things do advance so that we do see 
things like human rights and the rule of law addressed, as well as 
ensuring that individual freedoms are protected. 


We do have a role to play. The motion that is before us today does 
address— 


© (1750) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order. There is time 
for a very short question and response. 


The hon. member for Kitchener—Conestoga. 
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Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am glad my colleague pointed out the services of our 
men and women in uniform and the Royal Canadian Air Force and 
the Royal Canadian Navy. This summer I had the privilege of 
attending the parliamentarians' program in Trenton at the RCAF base 


along with some colleagues from the New Democratic Party and my. 


own party. 


Could my colleague comment on the importance of the Royal 
Canadian Navy and Royal Canadian Air Force in providing security 
in the area so that the humanitarian aid we have spoken about all day 
can actually be delivered? I agree with my colleague that this is an 
important part. 


Mr. James Bezan: Mr. Speaker, there is no question when we 
look at the roles the Royal Canadian Air Force and the Royal 
Canadian Navy have played that we would not be in the situation 
that we are today. We would be in a situation wherein Gadhafi forces 
would still be oppressing people and humanitarian aid would never 
be delivered. This discussion today would not have been possible 
without our clearing away all of the mines and making sure there 
were no obstacles stopping the humanitarian relief agencies from 
getting into Libya. 

Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan (Scarborough—Rouge River, NDP): 


Mr. Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the member for 


Timmins—James Bay. 


The New Democrats supported the Canadian military mission and 
its extension in June in order to ensure that civilians were protected 
from the Gadhafi regime. 


Members have heard a bit of my story before. I fled a war-torn 
country myself. I wanted to see international support go into my 
homeland but we did not see any of that. When we in the House 
were able to provide Canadian support with other international 
forces, I was happy to know that the Libyan people would get some 
support. 


I and my colleagues in the New Democratic Party sincerely thank 
our military personnel and diplomats for their hard work in 
accomplishing the job that they did so well in Libya. 


The Gadhafi regime was committing many humanitarian viola- 
tions, including the threat of going door to door and killing people. 
The regime was using rape as a weapon of war. Through our support 
for the extension of the mission in June this year, the New 
Democrats were successful in adding a number of amendments to 
address the atrocities that were being committed, including rape. 


The acknowledgment that rape was being used as a weapon of war 
in that amended motion was quite groundbreaking. I really commend 
every member in the House for acknowledging that and for finally 
recognizing that rape was being used as a weapon of war. 


For many years, hundreds of thousands of women have been in 
this situation in many countries around the globe. They have been 
suffering in silence. Once again the women are suffering in so many 
ways. Not only did they witness their towns and villages being torn 
apart, but their families were torn being apart. Women experienced 
many violations of their bodies as well. It is important for me to 
recognize and acknowledge once again members of the House for 
recognizing that. 
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It is significant for the House to acknowledge that, but in order to 
continue to help these women we need to focus our efforts on a 
civilian mission, one focused on rebuilding, on education and on 
providing the help that families need. 


The conflict is coming to an end. Even the Parliamentary 
Secretary to the Minister of National Defence mentioned this earlier. 
Reports that came in today from the Libyan National Transitional 
Council indicate that its forces have advanced into Sirte, which is 
one of the regions that the parliamentary secretary was concerned 
about earlier today. National Transitional Council forces have made 
significant advances in this region and the Gadhafi regime is being 
ousted further, as was mentioned earlier. 


The trauma that is endured by women, children and all people in a 
conflict zone outlasts the conflict. Our men and women in uniform 
suffer post-traumatic stress disorder when they come back home but 
children especially suffer when they are forced to be in a conflict 
zone. 


I know from personal experience the psychological and 
physiological effects that war can have on a child. As a young 
child I was forced to be in a war zone. I was shot at. A child never 
forgets the sound of guns blazing. 


@ (1755) 


It has been over 25 years since I experienced war but I remember 
it as vividly as if it were yesterday. I know that the children who are 
experiencing it today in Libya are experiencing the same or worse 
than what I experienced. Being shot at and hiding in my mother's 
little store with my grandfather and my sisters, I know how much it 
affected me and affected my development. 


What we need to be focusing on right now is the development of 
these children. How we can provide that type of humanitarian relief 
to the people in Libya? It should be about providing our expertise. 
We have so much civilian expertise and resources for providing that 
type of assistance toward the rehabilitation of the people of Libya 
and, of course, creating that democratic institution and allowing for 
the country to have its own set of governance. 


Experiences like mine illustrate why we need a robust civilian 
mission in Libya right now. We need to help these families and to 
help people deal with the psychological and physiological effects of 
war. 


Our position reflects the reality on the ground in Libya today, just 
as our support for military intervention in February and June 
reflected the needs at the time. At the time, we needed to extend the 
military mission, but right now we need to focus on the humanitarian 
aspects of rebuilding. 


Now that the Gadhafi regime has been toppled, the focus for most 
people in Libya is post-conflict transition. This means things like 
rebuilding infrastructure, rebuilding and developing the democratic 
institutions, rebuilding and developing for the people and the health 
of the communities. 
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We need to ensure once again that it is Libyan-led reconciliation 
and reconstruction that happens in that country. It is not for Canada 
or anybody else anywhere in the world to tell the Libyans how to 
govern themselves. They need to figure out a self-governance model. 
It is not for us to dictate to them. 


That, unfortunately, was what happened in the past when 
international forces went into a country to support it and then, 
somehow, stayed beyond the military intervention to protect the 
civilians and ended up dictating terms to the local people. 


I am pretty sure that many of our colleagues in this House on both 
sides will agree that is the old kind of politics for global affairs. The 
new kind of politics is really about creating that Libyan-led 
initiative, that local-led initiative so that the people of Libya can 
actually own that government and ensure they are a part of it. 


New Democrats really do not support yet another extension of the 
military mission in Libya. We do believe that it is time for Canada to 
focus on the humanitarian aspect: to provide our civilian expertise in 
the country and resources for, once again, humanitarian assistance; 
help with institution building; the democratic development; and, as I 
said before, the softer, less tangible aspects of war. We have so much 
expertise and so many people who have the expertise to provide the 
assistance in helping the people rebuild the country. Canada's focus 
today should be on helping the people who are now effectively in a 
post-conflict zone, rather than furthering the military mission. 
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Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the member for Scarborough—Rouge River for her interven- 
tion and I appreciate her own personal experience in coming from a 
war-torn country and finding refuge here in Canada. 


I am somewhat surprised that she is advocating that we forget 
about the people in central Libya where they are still under the 
oppression of pro-Gadhafi forces and not wanting to help those 
women, children and others who are experiencing all the horrific 
actions of this regime, including using rape as a weapon. 


I wonder why the NDP wants to cut and run, rather than ensuring 
that we provide the opportunity for all people of Libya to have the 
same opportunity in receiving relief and assistance and having their 
freedoms and rights respected. 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, my understanding from 
the news that is coming in from the Libyan National Transitional 
Council is that the transitional government forces have already taken 
over the remnants of the Gadhafi forces in Sirte. The expectation that 
I heard from our foreign affairs critic and defence critic was that it 
would be days, not months, before they are fully rid of all of the 
Gadhafi forces. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to do a bit of a follow-up on that question. 


I think countries around the world and Canadians themselves 
recognize that Canada has played a critical role in the freedom that 
many Libyans have today as a result of our direct involvement. 
Ultimately, we want to do more than just offer our Canadian Forces. 
We also want to be able to provide humanitarian support and so 
forth. 
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I have a concern and I am a bit surprised in terms of the NDP 
positioning on it. Does she not believe that there is some danger of 
pulling out our forces when there could be further human tragedies 
as a direct result? Our forces have put a phenomenal effort into doing 
such a wonderful job on behalf of our country. Does she not see that 
there is an element of danger that we would be putting people into if, 
in fact, we were to follow the amendment that is being suggested by 
the NDP? 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, my understanding about 
going into a country to assist it militarily with the hope that the 
country will establish itself is the reason that we are in that country 
right now, which is to assist it during the military phase. I may be a: 
little off but my understanding is that we want to help the Libyan 
forces develop and they would be the ones providing the real 
services to the Libyans. Our forces and our experts, I am sure, would 
be there to provide the support and the resources for the Libyan 
forces. However, our role should be to help them help themselves 
rather than dictate in their own country. 
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Mr. Kennedy Stewart (Burnaby—Douglas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the members opposite seem intent on playing with their guns. Once 
we get past this playing with guns, we need to start talking about 
what is really on the ground that we can do in terms of facilitating 
humanitarian aid in Libya. 


Through my colleague's own experience in Sri Lanka, what needs 
to be done to help people transition into a full-fledged democracy 
with a working economy? What would my colleague say are the 
specific measures that would help with humanitarian aid? 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague 
from Burnaby—Douglas for his question that goes to my heart 
because of my own personal stories. 


Unfortunately, in my home country, the war had been going on for 
more than 30 years. Now, the country has been in a post-conflict 
zone for over two years. However, because there has not been that 
international support, the people are still suffering and there are still 
humanitarian violations going on in that country. We could use 
support from the international community on such things as building 
homes again, helping people rebuild their livelihoods and providing 
that psychological and physiological support for people, those are 
some of the things. However, establishing a democratic system that 
would allow for self-governance is the best and most important 
method. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Before I call on the 
member for Timmins—James Bay I will point out, pursuant to an 
order made earlier, that we have until 15 minutes after the hour. I will 
have to interrupt him toward the end of that time. 


The hon. member for Timmins—James Bay. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
you can interrupt me any time because I have immense respect for 
your judgment. Therefore, I will respect your judgment in terms of 
the clock. 
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This past June, the Canadian Parliament agreed on something very 
important which was UN resolution 1973. It talked about the need to 
bring, with our allies, an international human rights response to the 
murderous Gadhafi regime that was attacking its people and the 
threat of rape being used as a weapon of war. That was raised in the 


House by the New Democratic Party and we put it into our motion of 


support. It is the first time that rape, as a weapon of war, has been 
recognized in a parliamentary debate. So we did something very 
profound. 


However, at the time, there were a number of people in Canada, 
certainly within our party, who were very concerned that this would 
be misinterpreted as a mandate for regime change. There is a 
fundamental difference between that and the international commu- 
nity coming together to protect civilians and the civilian enclaves. To 
see this as a mandate to begin regime change, certainly we would see 
the necessity then for a regime change in many countries. Regarding 
the murderous regime in Syria, there is not a comment from the 
government. 


Now that the regime has fallen, there is a need for the international 
community to begin the important work of rebuilding, but we hear 
from the government continual talk of punching above our weight 
and militaristic talk. I heard my colleague for Selkirk—Interlake use 
the old tired Conservative slogan: “We don't cut and run”. Now my 
colleague is from farm country and probably does not know what 
“cut and run” means. 


Cut and run is a nautical term. It means if one's ship is going to the 
hit rocks, one has to cut the anchor and run with the wind, otherwise 
the ship goes straight into the rocks. We do not hear that kind of 
nuance from the Conservatives because their plan is always to go 
straight into the rocks. 


I speak on this because I was raised by my grandmother who has 
never gotten over the horror of the Battle of the Somme and the fact 
that every boy on her street died fighting for the British army in 
Somme. She said to me again and again as a little boy, “Charlie, 
always watch the politicians who get young boys killed”. 


There is a sort of puffery in the way we talk about our allies. I 
think of the great Prime Minister Cameron who came here and spoke 
of the international community standing up against the murderous 
regime in Libya. Yet, just last year it was the British regime that was 
courting Gadhafi and signing deals. In fact, I was just reading an 
article in The Telegraph about how Britain courted, armed and 
trained a Libyan monster. As recently as June 16, 2010, it was 
providing Gadhafi's notorious son Khamis with special invitations to 
celebrate the birthday of Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II. While the 
British were engaging Gadhafi and treating him royally, they were 
also signing arms deals so that he could oppress and kill his own 
people. 


That is the reality of international affairs. We must start being 
more honest in the House of Commons when we talk about our role 
in the international community with our allies in terms of dealing 
with murderous regimes like Gadhafi. Now that Gadhafi has been 
beaten and the people have risen up, we see the governments of the 
United States, England and the Conservative Government of Canada 
saying that it is an example of how we always stand with our allies. 
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In fact, year after year they promoted Gadhafi and gave him the arms 
to oppress his people. 


Now I do not have anything against Mr. Cameron coming into this 
House and pretending that he has always been against murderous 
regimes like Gadhafi when that was not the case. However, I have a 
problem with the House seemingly obsessed, and the Liberal Party's 
interventionist approach along with the Conservatives, by us in 
raising the issue of the need to move away from a military mission at 
this point and use Canada's extraordinary expertise to rebuild, bring 
in international development and international justice. We have been 
leaders on this. This is where we need to move now. 


Somehow for the member for Toronto Centre, who has taken on 
the mantle formerly held by Mr. Ignatieff, and the Conservatives, 
this is a sign that we are cutting and running. It is somehow a slight 
to our brave men and women in uniform. I must say that I always 
find it deeply odious that the Conservatives always have to say that 
they are the only ones who care for our men and women in uniform. 
Our men and women in uniform go to do a specific job. 
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The regime has fallen. We were not signed on in UN resolution 
1973 for a regime change. Anywhere does it say that our job was 
there for a regime change. This was a fight between the Libyan 
people, and our job as the international community was to go in and 
ensure that Gadhafi's thugs, who at that time of course were well 
armed by the British military, were not killing innocent civilians. 


That phase has ended. That obligation to that mission has ended. 
The question is, where do we go as a Parliament? 


It is incumbent for Canada to stand up and show that it stands for 
something more than just this sort of attempt to recreate the old cold 
war militarism, that Canada has been an international peacemaker, 
that Canada had an international reputation before this government 
came along, and in Libya today, we have the opportunity to be the 
good community, to be the good international citizen. 


I call on this Parliament to take that step, to say that this fight in 
Libya has now moved to a new place, and we need a country that is 
willing to step up. We will not be seeing that. That is why we are 
hearing the heckling from the Conservative backbenches. These are 
the same guys who called Jack Layton Taliban Jack when Jack spoke 
Six, seven years ago about the fundamental failure of the 
Conservative policy in Afghanistan. Now we see that with its failed 
policy, the United States is now trying to deal with the negotiations. 


War is not a simple thing. People are hurt. People are killed. We 
are at the point now in this conflict where we need the international 
community to change gears, because if we try to misrepresent UN 
resolution 1973 and say that this was all a covert plan for regime 
change, then it sets a very dangerous international precedent. It sets 
the precedent that the United States set for Iraq and we saw the 
disastrous consequences there. 
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Our country's foreign policy is not about taking out any dictator 
any time we want. That does not meet the test of the rule of law. 
What we agreed to in the House was to protect the civilian 
population that was under the threat of the Gadhafi regime. That 
threat is now ended. This is the final mop-up. We have to move on as 
a Parliament. This is why the New Democrats are moving forward 
our amendment to move us toward the humanitarian phase and the 
rebuilding phase of this situation. 


[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): It being 6:15 p.m., 
pursuant to an order made on Friday, September 23, 2011, it is my 
duty to interrupt the proceedings and put forthwith every question to 
dispose of motion No. 5 under Government Business. 
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The Acting Speaker: The question is on the amendment. Is it the 
pleasure of the House to adopt the amendment? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Some hon. members: No. 


The Acting Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will 


please say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 


The Acting Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 


Some hon. members: Nay. 


The Acting Speaker: In my opinion the nays have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 


The Acting Speaker: Call in the members. 


@ (1845) 
[English] 


(The House divided on the amendment, which was negatived on 


the following division:) 


Dewar 


(Division No. 30) 


YEAS 
Members 
Allen (Welland) Angus 
Ashton Atamanenko 
Aubin Ayala 
Benskin Blanchette 
Blanchette-Lamothe Boivin 
. Borg Boulerice 
Boutin-Sweet Brahmi 
Brosseau Caron 
Cash Charlton 
Chicoine Chisholm 
Choquette Christopherson 
Cleary Comartin 
Côté Crowder 
Cullen Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) 
Davies (Vancouver East) Day 


Dionne Labelle 


Donnelly Doré Lefebvre 
Dubé Dusseault 
Freeman Garrison 

Genest Genest-Jourdain 
Giguère Godin 

Gravelle Groguhé 


Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 


Harris (St. John's East) 
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Hassainia 
Hyer 

Julian 
Lapointe 
Laverdière 
Leslie 

Mai 

Martin 
Mathyssen 
Michaud 
Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Mulcair 
Nash 
Nunez-Melo 
Patry 
Perreault 
Quach 
Ravignat 
Rousseau 
Sandhu 
Sellah 
Sitsabaiesan 
Stewart 


: Thibeault 


Tremblay 


Adams 

Aglukkaq 

Albrecht 

Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) 
Ambler 

Anders 

Armstrong 

Aspin 

Bélanger 

Bennett 

Bernier 

Blaney 

Boughen 

Breitkreuz 
Brown (Leeds—Grenville) 
Brown (Barrie) 

Butt 

Calandra 

Cannan 

Carrie 

Chisu 

Clarke 

Coderre 

Cuzner 

Davidson 

Del Mastro 

Dreeshen 

Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Easter 

Fantino 

Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) 
Foote 

Fry 

Gallant 

Gill 

Goguen 

Goodyear 

Gourde 

Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 
Hayes 

Hillyer 

Hoeppner 

Hsu 

Jean 

Karygiannis 

Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Kerr 

Lake 

Lauzon 

LeBlanc (Beauséjour) 
Leitch 

Leung 

Lobb 
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Hughes 

Jacob 

Kellway 

Latendresse 

LeBlanc (LaSalle—Émard) 

Liu 

Marston 

Masse 

May 

Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 


Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
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Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) 
Nantel 

Nicholls 

Papillon 

Péclet 

Pilon 

Rafferty 

Raynault 

Saganash 

Savoie 

Sims (Newton—North Delta) 
St-Denis 

Stoffer 

Toone 

Turmel- — 98 


NAYS 


Members 


Adler 
Albas 
Alexander 
Allison 
Ambrose 
Anderson 
Ashfield 
Bateman 
Bellavance 
Benoit 
Bezan 
Block 
Braid 
Brison 
Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Bruinooge 
Byrne 
Calkins 
Carmichael 
Casey 
Chong 
Clement 
Cotler 
Daniel 
Dechert 
Devolin 
Duncan (Vancouver Island North) 
Dykstra 
Eyking 
Fast 
Fletcher 
Fortin 
Galipeau 
Garneau 
Glover 
Goodale 
Gosal 
Grewal 
Hawn 
Hiebert 
Hoback 
Holder 
James 
Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 
Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) 
Kent 
Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 
Lamoureux 
Lebel 

Leef 
Lemieux 
Lizon 
Lunney 
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MacAulay MacKay (Central Nova) Hon. Maxime Bernier: Mr. Speaker, did the other members of 
one ere the Bloc Québécois vote for or against this motion? We heard only 
McGuinty McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) one member vote. 
McLeod Menegakis E 
Menzies Merrifield [English] 
eed Shee Wort Rood) Weed eae) The Speaker: I believe he has indicated that all members of the 
Moore (Fundy Royal) Murray 
Nicholson Norlock Bloc voted that way. 
O'Connor O'Neill Gordon cae ; : 
Obhrai Oda (The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 
Opitz Pacetti following division:) 
Paradis Payne 
Penashue Plamondon (Division No. 31) 
Poilievre Preston 
Raitt Rajotte YEAS 
Rathgeber Regan 
Reid Rempel Members 
Richards Richardson rere Ad 
Rickford Ritz Aglukkaq Albas 
Saxton Scarpaleggia Albrecht Alexander 
Schellenberger Seeback Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison 
Sgro Shea Ambler Ambrose 
Shipley Shory Anders Anderson 
Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor) Armstrong Ashfield 
Smith Aspin Bateman 
Sopuck Sorenson Bélanger Bellavance 
Stanton Strahl Bennett Benoit 
Sweet Tilson Bernier Bezan 
Toet Trost Blaney Block 
Trottier Trudeau Boughen Braid 
Truppe "hweed Breitkreuz 4 Brison 
Uppal Waloourt Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
: Brown (Barrie) Bruinooge 
Valeriote Van Kesteren 
Butt Byme 
Van Loan Vellacott : 
Calandra Calkins 
Wallace r Warawa Cannan Carmichael 
Warkentin Watson Cape Casey 
Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to Sky Country) Chisu Chong 
Weston (Saint John) Glare Glement 
Wilks Williamson Coderre Cotler 
Wong Woodworth Cuzner Daniel 
Yelich Young (Oakville) Davidson Dechert 
Young (Vancouver South) Zimmer— — 188 Del Mastro Devolin 
Dreeshen Duncan (Vancouver Island North) 
PAIRED Duncan (Etobicoke North) Dykstra 
Nil Easter Eyking 
Fantino Fast 
The Speaker: I declare the amendment lost. Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) Fletcher 
Foote Fortin 
[Translation] Fry Galipeau 
Gallant Garneau 
The next question is on the main motion. GT 
oguen Goodale 
wee ; ; ; Goodyear Gosal 
The hon. Minister of State and Chief Government Whip on a point eee Gras 
of order. Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) Hawn 
Hayes Hiebert 
[English] Hillyer Hoback 
Hoeppner Holder 
Hon. Gordon O'Connor: Mr. Speaker, if you seek it I believe  Hsu James . 
: : ? Jean Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 
you will find agreement to apply the vote from the previous motion Kayan Keddye (South! Shoto-1Ge.Margaet) 


to this motion, with the Conservatives voting yes. 


The Speaker: Is there unanimous consent to proceed in this 


fashion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


Ms. Chris Charlton: Mr. Speaker, NDP members will be voting 


no. 


Ms. Judy Foote: Mr. Speaker, Liberal members will be voting in 
favour of this motion. 


| Translation] 


Mr. Louis Plamondon: Mr. Speaker, we support the motion. 
Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, the Green Party votes no. 


Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Kerr 

Lake 

Lauzon 

LeBlanc (Beauséjour) 
Leitch 

Leung 

Lobb 

MacAulay 
MacKenzie 
McCallum 

McGuinty 

McLeod 

Menzies 

Miller 

Moore (Fundy Royal) 
Nicholson 

O'Connor 

Obhrai 


Kent 

Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 
Lamoureux 

Lebel 

Leef 

Lemieux 

Lizon 

Lunney 

MacKay (Central Nova) 

Mayes 

McColeman 

McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 
Menegakis 

Merrifield 

Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 
Murray 

Norlock 

O'Neill Gordon 

Oda 
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Opitz ° Pacetti 
Paradis Payne 
Penashue Plamondon 
Poilievre Preston 
Raitt Rajotte 
Rathgeber Regan 
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Thibeault Toone 

Tremblay Turmel- — 98 
PAIRED 

Nil 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 
(Motion agreed to) 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


@ (1850) 
[English] 
AFGHANISTAN 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise on the adjournment proceedings to follow up on a 
question that I asked in the House on June 6 of this year, submitted 
in the usual way. 


The notice stated that I was not satisfied with the answer received, 
in this case, by the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Minister of 
National Defence, concerning my question about the government 
being forthcoming, first, on its plans to continue the mission in 
Afghanistan and the fact that throughout 2009 and most of 2010 up 
until November, the Prime Minister had repeatedly told Canadians 
that our forces would leave Afghanistan at the end of July 2011 in 
accordance with the motion of the House. 


This was repeated again and again over the course of time. In fact, 
I remember one time the Prime Minister saying that maybe there 
would be a couple of soldiers guarding the embassy in Kabul, the 
embassy where the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
National Defence once resided. 


This was the notion and the comfort Canadians had from the 
Prime Minister that this would happen. 


We know what happened in the fall of 2010. Without even a vote 
in the House, there was a unilateral decision by the government to 
continue the mission in Afghanistan. It was stated that it was a non- 
combat mission that would all happen behind the wire. In fact, on 
November 16, the Prime Minister said in the House, in answer to 
questions, that the answer was yes to all those questions, as the 
Minister of National Defence, the Minister of Foreign Affairs and 
others had said, that the government was looking at a non-combat 
mission. It would be a training mission that will occur in classrooms 
behind the wire on bases. 


By suggesting this was a non-combat mission, the Prime Minister 
said that there did not have to be a vote in Parliament. 


We had a vote just now about the continuation of a mission, and 
that was part of the promises that the government gave to Canadians 
when they ran for election and part of the commitments that were 
made that whenever a Canadian Forces mission was in operation 
there would be a vote in Parliament. For the most part, the 
government has respected that. 
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However, it is about whether Canadians are being given the whole 
truth. We have another example of it now. After hearing about this 
behind-the-wire story, which was told to the Canadian public by the 
Minister of National Defence and by the Prime Minister, we learned 
the other day in the defence committee that we had a dozen places in 


Kabul where training was going on, involving transportation all over : 


the place. We are not behind the wire. In fact, Canadian Forces were 
engaged in combat when the attack took place on the U.S. embassy. 


There are Canadian forces there. They are exposed to significant 
risks. We were told this was supposed to be behind the wire in 
classrooms. In fact, Canadian forces, up to a maximum of 950, for 
three years are going to be engaged in this combat training mission 
in Afghanistan, exposed to risks. 


Canadians are not being told the whole truth. That is the point of 
my question. I was not satisfied with the answer I received because 
we were not given the full facts. 


@ (1855) 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as my hon. friend, the 
member for St. John's East knows, because we have been briefed on 
this subject as recently as last week, there is a training mission under 
way in Afghanistan. Our government has been clear about its 
intentions in this regard from the beginning. The combat mission is 
over. 


I am very grateful to have this opportunity to set the record 
straight regarding the government's intentions for what remains an 
evolving mission in Afghanistan. 


Let me begin by reiterating that the core of the question put by the 
member opposite is based on leaked information and it is not 
government policy to comment on such speculative matters. 


However, I can say this. In accordance with the parliamentary 
motion passed in 2008, the Canadian Forces' combat mission in 
Kandahar ended in July 2011. The government was very clear and 
consistent about this. The Canadian Forces carried out their last 
major combat operation in a rural area of Kandahar in June. 


In July there was a handover to a mission transition task force, 
whose mandate is to ensure that our withdrawal from Kandahar 
province by the year's end is conducted effectively, while 
maintaining accountability for our equipment, material and person- 
nel. This will allow the Canadian Forces to meet the government's 
commitment to redeploy fully from Kandahar by December 31, 
ZOLA 


| Translation] 


Furthermore, a contingent of Canadian Forces members will 
remain in Kandahar until November 2011 to fulfill their commitment 
regarding NATO support positions and staff positions. This situation 
and this Canadian presence in Kandahar were explained clearly 
during the last committee meeting. 


The Canadian Forces completed a smooth transfer of their area of 
responsibility to other coalition forces in the Kandahar area, and our 
partners will continue to build on our successes in order to help the 
Afghan government ensure that country's safety and stability. 
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[English] 


This has been a collaborative and integrated approach every step 
of the way. It is only because of the seamlessness that we have been 
complimented by allies, including the United States, for ensuring a 
smooth transition under difficult and challenging circumstances. 


Although the Canadian Forces' combat mission in Afghanistan has 
drawn to a close, our commitment to Afghanistan remains long term. 
We will maintain a whole of government presence in the country, 
through our governance, development and military training work, 
until March 2014. 


We are there at the request of the Government of Afghanistan, 
working alongside many NATO international partners. We are also 
committed to supporting Afghanistan, above all, building up security 
and governance institutions required to bring peace and prosperity to 
its people. Training the Afghan National Security Forces has been an 
integral component of our mission to date and Canada's military 
trainers are recognized as among the best in the world. That is why, 
in November 2010, the government announced that forces would 
continue to support Afghan National Security Forces' training 
through a contribution of up to 950 personnel in both training and 
support positions within the NATO training mission in Afghanistan. 


This mission, centred on Kabul, at several locations in Kabul, as 
the member opposite noted correctly, because the Afghan national 
army and police are being trained at several locations. We will also 
include smaller training locations in Mazar-e-Sharif in the north and 
Herat in the west. It will focus on training and mentoring the 
members of these institutions in an institutional setting. Well-led, 
well-trained, well-equipped Afghan National Security Forces will 
enable the Government of Afghanistan to assume increasing 
responsibility for Afghan security. 


I must reiterate for the benefit of this House that the attack 
reported to have involved Canadian Forces last week was a serious 
attack for Kabul but if and when Canadian Forces respond to an 
attack, they will be acting in self-defence. That is an entirely 
different context to the combat mission that we had under way earlier 
this year and in previous years. 


Mr. Jack Harris: Mr. Speaker, of course it is no secret. The 
Minister of National Defence acknowledged that combat in this 
House on Friday. 


The idea that the government has been clear, which is what the 
member said just now, is exactly what the Prime Minister said in 
2010. In January and June, he said that the government could not 
have been more clear that the military mission would end and all of 
our soldiers would be out of Afghanistan by the end of 2011. 


That is the kind of language that the Conservatives use when they 
try to assure Canadians that they are being perfectly clear. Every 
time the Prime Minister or the government says that they are being 
clear we need to watch out because sometime down the road we will 
find out that the exact opposite might happen. 
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That is the point of this question. We were given assurances as far 
back as 2003 that the primary objective of our mission in 
Afghanistan was to provide training and that it was expected that 
the Afghan national army would take over all operations in 2005. 
Here we are in 2011 and the government wants us there until 2014. 


© (1900) 


Mr. Chris Alexander: Mr. Speaker, the government has been 
clear and consistent. The combat mission is over and a training 
mission is under way. 


It is no surprise that a training mission continues. It has been in 
existence for several years under NATO auspices. Canada has 
joined, on a large scale, a mission that we are scaling up at the time 
we re-committed to Afghanistan with a focus on training. It has 
never been anything but a widely recognized reality that Afghan 
National Security Forces, to meet the scale of the challenge they 
continue to face, need equality on a level that the Canadian Forces, 
with its experience in Afghanistan, are ideally suited to provide. 


We are proud of this mission. We have never hidden any of its 
aspects. We will continue to inform this House and our committee of 
its progress. 


The only issue that is not clear to this House is whether Her 
Majesty's Loyal Opposition, in the face of the NDP, has any 
commitment left to Afghanistan whatsoever, because whatever we 
commit to do seems to come under question and seems to be called 
into doubt by the member opposite at every opportunity. 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I rise at this point in our adjournment procedures to pursue a 
question that I initially asked the hon. Minister of the Environment 
on Wednesday of last week, September 21. 


The issue of ozone monitoring and threatened cuts to key 
scientists who perform these functions was also raised by the Liberal 
environment critic and by the environment critic of the official 
opposition. I am pleased to see the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment here this evening for pursuing this 
matter. 


It is complicated. What we have been able to determine relates to a 
number of very key senior scientists for whom it would not be 
possible to imagine an easy replacement, scientists who have 
decades of expertise in working at monitoring ozone, which at the 
stratospheric level protects all life on earth from ultraviolet radiation. 
Without the ozone layer, there would be no life on earth, and we are 
very fortunate that Canadian government leadership led to the 
Montreal Protocol to protect the ozone layer back in 1987. 


Since that time, Canada has always been respected globally as a 
country that has really taken the lead, done the good science and 
been prepared, as with all countries. It was a great success story that 
the Montreal Protocol has resulted in countries around the world 
reducing and phasing out their reliance on chlorofluorocarbons and 
other chemicals that destroy the ozone layer. 


It was a great shock to discover through the media and elsewhere 
that a number of key scientists had received a letter to suggest that 
their positions with Environment Canada were in doubt. They 
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received a letter saying that they could be affected by changes in 
work assignments, and that this was, as the Minister of the 
Environment explained to me privately, pursuant to directives that 
are required by Treasury Board in the workforce adjustment 
directive. 


I will just explain the position of these key scientists. One is the 
manager for the World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre. 
It is absolutely essential, and there is only one manager. That person 
has received a letter and may be laid off. 


There is also a person who is responsible for the ozonesonde 
program, which allows weather balloons to be let go once a week in 
17 locations across Canada, maintaining a very good record of ozone 
level measurements, which, by the way, tell us about tropospheric 
ozone as well. Ironically, while stratospheric ozone protects all life 
on earth, ground level ozone is a pollutant, and in fact measuring 
ground level ozone is a good way of maintaining monitoring of oil 
sands operations in the region. I will get back to that point as well. 


The other person who has been threatened is the person who does 
the scientific assessments. 


My question is for the parliamentary secretary. 


As I look at what we have heard so far, the Minister of the 
Environment said in the House, “We are not cutting any ozone 
monitoring services”. In contradistinction to that, the Environment 
Canada assistant deputy minister, Madam Dodds, has said to the 
media, “We don't really need the same level of ozone monitoring”. 


I would like some guidance from the parliamentary secretary. It 
seems that certainly within the scientific community there are deep 
concerns that we will lose key capacity to protect the ozone layer and 
monitor what is happening with its protection, and at the same time 
lose the ability to monitor pollutants at ground level. 


Who was correct? Was it the Minister of the Environment in the 
House, or was it the assistant deputy minister when she suggested 
that these key services could be lost? 


@ (1905) 


Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is nice to 
have the opportunity to address my colleague for the first time in the 
House on this lovely fall evening. Let me reiterate what the Minister 
of the Environment has repeatedly told the House. 


Environment Canada will continue to measure ozone. Our plan is 
to ensure Canada's strong track record of atmospheric ozone 
measurement continues to deliver sound science within budget. We 
acknowledge that Canada is a world leader in atmospheric ozone 
science and has been for 50 years. Many of the measurement 
methods used globally were pioneered by Canadians. In fact, Canada 
also holds the longest record of ozone observations in the Arctic in 
the world at Resolute Bay where regular ozone measurements have 
been carried out since 1966. 
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At present, Environment Canada uses two different methods to 
measure ozone, the Brewer network, and as the member opposite has 
mentioned, the ozonesonde network. However, as the member 
opposite is well aware, technologies and methods of measurement 
change and improve over time. Our plan, rather than what the 


member opposite has suggested, is to optimize and integrate these - 


two networks. This will include a review of existing network sites in 
terms of their scientific validity in order for Canada to fully meet its 
requirements for surveillance of ozone holes and the chemical 
composition of the atmosphere. 


Canada shares its ozone network data internationally via the 
World Meteorological Organization, the WMO, and for many years 
has maintained the World Ozone and Ultraviolet Radiation Data 
Centre. The WMO supplies the data to other weather centres and 
agencies in Europe and in the U.S. 


Environment Canada is not closing the World Ozone and 
Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre, which we have successfully 
hosted for many years. Environment Canada will have staff 
dedicated to both of these activities and will continue to achieve 
quality results. ; 


I repeat, Environment Canada will continue to measure ozone in 
the upper atmosphere. We will not close the World Ozone and 
Ultraviolet Radiation Data Centre. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 26, 2011 


Ms. Elizabeth May: Mr. Speaker, like my friend the Parliamen- 
tary Secretary to the Minister of the Environment, I also enjoy being 
able to engage in an exchange with her in the House this evening, 
but I am afraid her answer does not quite deal with the key issue. 


We now know that the ADM for Environment Canada has said 
that we will reduce ozone monitoring. The Brewer network system 
and the ozonesonde system measure different things. We categori- 
cally need both. The Brewer system measures only in daylight, so it 
is useless in the Arctic during the winter when it is dark. The 
ozonesonde network measures ozone at all levels of the atmosphere 
in both daylight and darkness. We cannot afford to lose either. There 
is no way to streamline or optimize or pretend there is new 
technology. Both systems must be maintained, and that is still in 
doubt because the manager for the ozonesonde system has received 
this notice. 


Ms. Michelle Rempel: Mr. Speaker, to be perfectly clear, 
Canada's environment remains a strong priority for our government, 
even in times of fiscal restraint. Environment Canada will continue 
to measure ozone and maintain its strong track record in this area. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The motion that the 
House do now adjourn is deemed to have been adopted. 
Accordingly, the House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
10 a.m. pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 7:10 p.m.) 
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The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
@ (1005) 
[English] 

NATIONAL FLAG OF CANADA ACT 


Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC) moved for leave 
to introduce Bill C-288, An Act respecting the National Flag of 
Canada. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to proudly introduce my bill 
entitled, “National Flag of Canada Act”. The purpose of this 
enactment is to ensure that all Canadians from coast to coast to coast 
have the right to fly the national flag of Canada. 


It is in the national and public interest that all Canadians have the 
right and privilege to display the national flag of Canada and that no 
Canadian shall be restricted from displaying our flag. The Canadian 
flag represents all Canadian citizens. It represents pride in our great 
nation and support for those who have sacrificed their lives for the 
principles that it embodies: freedom, democracy, courage, and 
justice, upon which our great nation was built. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


KEK 


PETITIONS 
ASBESTOS 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have 
the honour today to introduce to the House a petition signed by 
literally thousands of Canadians from right across the country who 
call upon Parliament to take note that asbestos is the greatest 
industrial killer that the world has ever known. They point out that 
more Canadians now die from asbestos than all other industrial and 
occupational causes combined and yet Canada remains one of the 
largest producers and exporters of asbestos in the world, spending 
millions of dollars subsidizing the asbestos industry and blocking 
international efforts to curb its use. 


Therefore, the petitioners call upon Parliament to ban asbestos in 
all of its forms and institute a just transition program for any asbestos 
workers who may be affected and economic development opportu- 


nities for the communities in which they live. They also call upon the 
government to end all subsidies of asbestos, both in Canada and 
abroad. They also plea that Parliament stop blocking international 
health and safety conventions designed to protect workers from 
asbestos, such as the Rotterdam Convention. 


AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have a 
group of citizens in my riding who have presented a petition to me 
calling upon Parliament to impose a moratorium on the release of 
genetically engineered alfalfa and to do a proper review of the 
impact on farmers in Canada. 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Mr. David Tilson (Dufferin—Caledon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a petition signed by people from all over Ontario objecting to a 
mega quarry in Melancthon township in Dufferin county in Ontario. 
There are a number of provisos, which I will not read, but there is 
one that I will. 


It says that the proposed mega quarry would threaten the 
headwaters of the Nottawasaga, Grand and Saugeen watershed 
systems and the Mad, Noisy, Pine and Boyne Rivers sub-watesheds, 
consequently, detrimentally and permanently affecting the aquifers 
in the area of the proposed mega quarry. All of these rivers, of 
course, will end up in the Great Lakes. 


The petitioners are asking the Government of Canada to conduct 
an environmental assessment under the Canadian Environmental 
Assessment Act. 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 
Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 


Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I ask 
that all questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
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GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 
SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 
BILL C-10—TIME ALLOCATION MOTION 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC) moved: 

That, in relation to Bill C-10, An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act 
and to amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled Drugs and 
Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release Act, the Youth Criminal 
Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and other Acts, not more 
than two further sitting days shall be allotted to the consideration of the second 
reading stage of the bill; and 


That, 15 minutes before the expiry of the time provided for government orders on 
the second day allotted to the consideration of the second reading stage of the said 
bill, any proceedings before the House shall be interrupted, if required for the 
purpose of this order, and, in turn, every question necessary for the disposal of the 
said stage of the bill shall be put forthwith and successively, without further debate or 
amendment. 


@ (1010) 


The Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order 67.1 there will now be 
a 30 minute question period. I invite hon. members who wish to ask 
questions to rise in their places so the Chair has some idea of the 
number of members who wish to participate in this question period. 


Given the amount of interest, I will ask members to keep their 
questions or comments to about a minute. I will ask the minister to 
keep his replies to about a minute. 


Also, as this is an opportunity for members to question the 
government, preference will be given to members of the opposition 
parties, but we will ensure that, if interested, some government 
members will have the opportunity as well. 


I recognize the hon. member for Outremont. 


| Translation] 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, since the 
start of this first full session of the 41st Parliament, the government 
has not stopped harping about how its real priorities are the economy 
and employment. It is now the second week, and we have seen none 
of that. Instead, we have yet another example of its contempt for our 
parliamentary institutions, since it is prepared to use the guillotine to 
stop debate at second reading. 


My first question for the government is the following: will it use 
other techniques to restrict debate when the parliamentary committee 
is examining the bill? Will we finally be able to take time to hear 
from experts and witnesses on the cost, particularly transfers to the 
provinces? | 


[English] 


This is an exceptional situation where, at the beginning of a 
Parliament, in only the second week, the government is already 
using the guillotine to stop parliamentary debate. 


At other stages of the bill, will the government be using closure, 
time allocation or other methods to restrain debate, notably in 
committee? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I was somewhat confused 
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by one of the statements by the hon. member. He said that we will 
finally get a chance to hear witnesses. 


_All components of the bill have been tabled before Parliament 


. and, as of right now, we have heard 295 witnesses, 58 committee 


days have taken up by this and 123 hours of the justice committee. I 
hope that is one of the things we can all agree on. We always look for 
things to agree on but the bill has been thoroughly looked at, debated 
and has been before the public. 


I hope the hon. member will rise and say that it certainly has been 


‘and that we want to get this. He says that he wants to get back to 


talking about the economy, which is great. However, let us get this 
justice bill moving and then we can get back to talking about the 
economy. I agree with that as well. 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair: Mr. Speaker, that is exactly what we were 
expecting to hear. We knew that the government's intention was to 
restrict proper analysis in parliamentary committee, and the minister 
has just confirmed that for us. 


Not only is the government using the guillotine in second reading, 
we will be getting the same treatment in committee and then the 
same treatment at report stage. It will try to ram this through. 


We do not know how much this would cost the provinces. This 
would be a massive transfer of expenses to the provinces. The 
Conservatives have used very restrictive rules for employment 
insurance, and as people's employment insurance has run out, they 
go on the welfare rolls, which is the responsibility of the provinces. 


Here is another massive transfer. Kevin Page, the Parliamentary 
Budget Officer, told us today about another decrease in transfers to 
the provinces, something the Conservatives swore they would never 
do so they would not be like the Liberals. Not only are they worse 
than the Liberals in terms of transfers to the provinces, they do not 
respect the basic parliamentary right to debate bills and to know the 
real costs. 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Mr. Speaker, I am not the one who should 
have to bring the hon. member up to date on this, but the transfers to 
the provinces have increased. I checked it out with the Minister of 
Finance. It is over $2.4 billion more than the last fiscal analysis the 
year before. I know that should make him happy. Maybe he did not 
know that before but I want him to know that is the case. 


The bill has been thoroughly analyzed. It has been before the 
committee. We responded to those questions. There have been 
hundreds of witnesses. 


Everybody needs to get to work. We are trying to crack down on 
violent crime in this country. We should all join together. We should 
all be against crime. We need to take steps and this is a step in the 
right direction. 
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@ (1015) 

Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, that is 
absurd. Of course we are all against violent crime. I have not met 
anybody in the House who is in favour of violent crime. That is not 
what the debate is all about and the minister knows that. He is an 
intelligent person and knows perfectly well that is not what the 
discussion is about. 


The debate is about whether these measures will actually have the 
effect that the government says they will have. Does he not 
appreciate and understand the impact that these measures put all 
together would have on the administration of justice? 


The bill would not only have a dramatic effect on the size of our 
prisons and the prison population but it would also have a significant 
impact with respect to the administration of the courts. It would have 
a huge impact on how crown attorneys do their job. It would have an 
enormous effect on whether plea bargaining could ever take place. It 
would jam up the courts and cost the provinces and the country 
billions of dollars. It would not add to the security of Canadians with 
respect to criminal activity. That has to do with a crime prevention 
agenda to deal with the root causes of crime. 


The minister is simply carrying us down a road that has been tried 
in the American states and has been abandoned by most of the 
American states that have tried it. It has been criticized by people 
from all sides of the political spectrum, from the right, left and 
centre, and from anybody looking at this in a rational way. 


Why is the government persisting in taking this country down a 
path in which wherever it has been tried has been eventually rejected 
by the people and governments of those places because they have 
found that it simply does not work? 


The government is dumb on crime and it would have a terrible 
effect— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. Since quite a few people 
stood, I would ask that interventions be kept to one minute. 


The hon. Minister of Justice. 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, only the Liberals would 
take that position. Actually, I should not say that as they would be 
cheered on by the NDP in most of these cases. What they are saying 
is that by leaving these violent criminals out on the street that 
somehow we are all better off. 


The bill is very specific. The hon. member was not correct when 
he talked to the press outside after the bill was introduced by saying 
that we would be going after people who are possessing marijuana 
plants or something like that. The bill is not about that. It would go 
after the people who are in the business of trafficking, the people 
who sell drugs around schools, the organized crime that brings drugs 
into the country. We are saying that those individuals should be 
taken off the street. 


There are a lot of ordinary law-abiding Canadians and victims 
right across this country who are applauding this. The hon. member 
and his party, and all those who are cheering him on, are completely 
offside with Canadian interests on this issue. 

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
remember in committee when the minister could not answer whether 
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he had any evidence that mandatory minimums on drug crimes 
worked. He could not offer any evidence. Not only that, the 
Conservatives cannot even offer a true accounting of the cost of the 
bill and yet they are prepared to ram it through and stifle debate in 
the House of Commons. 


Now that the minister has had an election and some time to think, 
does he actually have any evidence about the true cost of these bills 
that are contained in the omnibus bill? Does he have any evidence 
that the bill would actually act as a deterrent in terms of drug crimes? 
He could not offer any before and I suspect that-he has none now. 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, I appreciate this new 
concern from the opposition members about cost. In one sense, it is 
refreshing. However, they have it wrong if this is the area in which 
they want to save money. 


With respect to the cost of these, I would refer the member to the 
hundreds of pages that the Minister of Public Safety and I tabled 
before the committee. I can tell her that it will provide her and her 
colleagues with many happy hours of reading looking at the costs of 
crime. 


As T have said before, the vast majority of the cost of crime is 
borne by the victims. That would have been missed because I do not 
think we have ever heard that coming from the opposition. It is the 
victims who pay the cost. They are the ones we side with. They are 
the ones we stand up for. 


I wish that after all the analysis, all the time that these bills have 
been before Parliament, they would stand up to say, yes, they stand 
with victims and law-abiding Canadians as well. 


® (1020) 


Ms. Judy Foote (Random—Burin—St. George's, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, it is interesting to listen to the minister talk about 
all the debate and discussion that has taken place on this bill. 
Obviously, what has not taken place is the Conservatives have not 
listened to Canadians when they have talked about the impact Bill 
C-10 would have on Canadians from coast to coast to coast. 


The Canadian Bar Association has said there is a real problem 
with Bill C-10. It has concerns about the mandatory minimum 
sentences and overreliance on incarceration, constraints on judges’ 
discretion to ensure a fair result in each case, and the bill’s impact on 
specific, already disadvantaged groups. 


Yet the minister stands and says that we have had enough debate 
and enough discussion. 


The government is closing debate on the bill at a time when 
Canadians know full well what is needed. They know what the risks 
to their safety are. They know that more is needed in terms of 
prevention. 


The minister should start listening to the experts, like those at the 
Canadian Bar Association. 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, I have listened to a lot of 
experts in this area, and oftentimes they are the victims of crimes. 
We do listen to them. 
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The hon. member mentioned that we are not listening. I will tell 
her to whom we are listening. In the last election we made it very 
clear that this will continue to be a priority for us, that we will 
reintroduce these bills, and that we will take a stand against violent 
criminals and those who would sexually exploit children. We were 
very clear on that. 


I have to tell the House how pleased, proud and grateful, quite 
frankly, I am to the people of this country. They have come forward 
and given us a stronger mandate in each of the last four elections. 


The hon. member might want to start listening to that, because 
every time the Liberals keep championing their soft on crime 
approach, they keep going down. They might want to listen to 
ordinary law-abiding Canadians and victims in this country. It might 
help them. 


| Translation] 


Ms. Francoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Madam Speaker, I want 
to remind the minister that it is 39% of the population. If that is the 
government's idea of a strong mandate to shove things down our 
_ throats, then I think that is a little rich. 


I am against the fact that I am being denied my democratic right to 
express myself with all the time that is normally allotted. This is not 
the 40th Parliament; it is the 41st Parliament. The 295 witnesses and 
88 committee days show how important this bill is. It is not an 
individual bill; we are talking about an omnibus bill. When a 
criminal court—and the Minister of Justice claims to be well versed 
in criminal law—declares or orders a new trial, it is back to square 
one. A new Parliament is not unlike a new trial. All the information 
from the previous trial does not carry over; the process starts all over 
again. Democracy has spoken, as it has the right to do. 


[English] 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, we have had each of these 
bills before Parliament. As I pointed out, there have been 223 
speeches, many hours of debate, and there will be a couple more 
days of debate. There will be investigation and discussion and 
witnesses before committee. There is third reading stage as well. 


If the hon. member and her colleagues did not get an opportunity 
to express their thoughts a dozen or so times when these bills were 
before Parliament, I would suggest they participate in the debate in 
the next couple of days. 


We have been listening to the NDP. The NDP suggested that we 
bring these bills together to better debate them, and that is exactly 
what we have done. They were separate in the previous Parliament. I 
remember when we put them together, members objected to their 
being together, so we separated them. Now we have separated them, 
and they want them back together. That is what we have done. We 
have responded to what that individual's party wanted in December 
of last year. We have put the bills all together. Here is an opportunity 
for the member to make her opinion known, and that is all I would 
suggest to her. 


The member should look at who the bill targets. It targets violent 
criminals, those who would sexually molest children, people who are 
in the child pornography business. There are other good parts of it. 
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When the member has a chance to go over those hundreds of 
pages of transcript, the testimony of those hundreds of witnesses, she 
will agree that these are important steps in the right direction. 


@ (1025) 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Madam Speaker, just to 
correct the hon. minister, only 39% of Canadians voted for the 
Conservatives, which means that 61% of Canadians did not vote for 
the Conservative government. 


This chamber is supposed to be the place where democracy plays 
itself out. This is where we have the chance to fully debate these 
issues. 


There are major issues with the omnibus bill. If the minister has 
confidence in his legislation, why is he closing down the debate in 
Parliament, which is where debate is supposed to happen, and 
denying many of us the opportunity to voice our concerns and our 
constituents’ concerns? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, again, I am very aware 
and very appreciative of the mandate Canadians have given us. 


I remember there were not too many observers in the media or 
pollsters who predicted we would get a majority government, but we 
could feel it. When I was talking with people and visiting ridings 
outside of my wonderful riding of Niagara Falls, I was getting such 
positive feedback from people that I was confident all the way along 
that Canadians would give us that mandate. 


I have to say to the hon. member that in going across this country 
and talking about the justice agenda of the Conservative govern- 
ment, it has been well received. I can only say how pleased and 
grateful I am that in each of the last four elections where we have 
made this a priority, our number of seats has been going up. I am 
very grateful to the people of this country for that. 


The hon. member knows that the bill has been extensively debated 
and perused. We have taken one of the suggestions from the NDP of 
putting the bills together in a comprehensive bill. We are responding 
in that sense. 


The hon. member should have a look at who this bill targets. 
Ultimately the opposition members should support us. If they still do 
not agree, they should talk to their constituents about how they feel 
about the components of this.bill. I think the member will find that 
they support us as well. 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Justice, CPC): Madam Speaker, in 2008 there was a 
Department of Justice study which said that the cost of crime in 
Canada in that one year alone was near $100 billion, most of which 


was borne by victims. 


I would ask the Minister of Justice to share his views on the cost 
of crime in Canada and how this comprehensive legislation is going 
to deal with that. 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, I want to thank my 
parliamentary secretary for all her work and the support she gives us 
in this area. 
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The Department of Justice pointed out that the cost of crime in this 
country was about $99 billion. What is particularly arresting is the 
fact that 83% of that is borne by victims in this country. They are the 
ones who ultimately pay the price. 


I do not get too many questions about victims in the House of 
Commons. It is not just the financial cost; it is the emotional cost. I 
remember when we introduced the bill to get rid of the faint hope 
clause, a reporter asked me if it was going to stop people from 
committing first degree murder. I said that what it would do is reduce 
victimization in this country, because those individuals who worried 
about the criminal getting out on the faint hope clause would not 
have to worry about that anymore. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I have one point on the position the NDP has taken, 
particularly through my office, on omnibus crime bills. 


This is not the kind of omnibus crime bill we have talked about at 
all. If the government is going to do an omnibus crime bill, if it is 
going to have meaningful reform to our Criminal Code, it has to be 
done on a thematic basis. The government has to look at one whole 
area of the code and decide on the amendments that need to be made. 
Then they need to be compiled. 


What the government has done is brought together a mish-mash of 
various legislation. There are sections of the immigration act that are 
being amended. There are amendments to the corrections act, the 
Criminal Code and the drug enforcement legislation. That is not the 
way to draft omnibus legislation if the government is really serious 
-about good public policy. 


I want to go back to the point the minister keeps raising about 
victims and about the fact that he has all this great support in the 
country. The reality is that not once during the election campaign did 
the Conservatives talk about the cost. Not once did they say to the 
victims or the taxpayers that it is going to cost x billions of dollars. 


In fact, the government hid those figures from us. It was only as a 
result of a contempt motion that part of that was released. According 
to the Parliamentary Budget Officer, he only received about 40% of 
the material he needed to be able to do an accurate assessment so that 
the Canadian people and the House would know how much this was 
going to cost. | 


When will the minister be coming before the House to give us 
realistic figures as opposed to shutting down debate? 


@ (1030) 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, as I pointed out in 
response to a previous question, we tabled hundreds of pages with 
respect to the costs of crime. However, if we are all very frank and 
honest, for those who oppose cracking down on violent criminals, 
spending a dollar on it is too much for those who are opposed to 
what we are trying to do. 


We are on track. I completely disagree that we did not raise this. I 
know I personally raised this matter. I see the hon. member from 
Brantford, who will confirm that during the election I talked about 
the cost to victims all the time. I said that they bear most of the costs. 
Financially and emotionally the costs are borne by the victims in this 
country. 
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My parliamentary secretary just asked a question with respect to 
the costs. I would point out that 83% of the costs, according to the 
Department of Justice in 2008, was borne by the victims. I have 
never hidden that statistic. I am glad to repeat it over and over 
because we know who pays the cost of crime in this country. 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Madam Speaker, the 
minister has said that the government has a mandate with regard to 
the Safe Streets and Communities Act. All governments have a 
mandate for safe streets and communities. All governments are given 
a mandate to protect the security of their citizens. We had a mandate 
for that as well. The question is how one implements that mandate 
and the nature of the legislation that is put forward. 


This legislation that has been put forward comes at a time when, 
even before the legislation was tabled, there is overcrowding in 
Canadian prisons, to the point that in British Columbia as an 
example, there is some 200% overcrowding in the prisons. In the 
United States overcrowding led to a constitutional challenge with 
respect to cruel and unusual punishment. The courts ordered the 
release of inmates. 


The legislation has not been costed so it will cost mega-billions 
for the building of megaprisons. Regrettably, at the end of the day we 
will get more crime and less justice with spiralling costs. 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, with respect to the 
mandate, yes we did receive a majority government but we were 
very clear during the election that we would reintroduce the bills that 
we found, in some cases, impossible to get past the opposition. This 
will be the fourth attempt to pass the drug component of this bill. 
The Liberals actually let us pass it in the House of Commons 
because they knew their colleagues in the Senate would hold it up 
forever. Then when we had a majority in the Senate, the Liberals 
changed their minds and opposed it in the House of Commons. 


We were very clear with Canadians when we said that if we were 
re-elected we would reintroduce these bills. We put them together in 
a comprehensive package. They all deal with the subject of better 
protecting victims in this country. These are steps in the right 
direction. I am very appreciative and pleased that the Canadian 
public has given us this mandate. 


[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Madam 
Speaker, it is business as usual for the Minister of Justice, the master 
of demagoguery. The Conservative government and the Minister of 
Justice seem to feel that if we are not on their side, endorsing their 
measures—which are deeply controversial, especially in Quebec— 
we are siding with criminals. It is always the same story. We always 
hear the same thing from the minister, who knows full well that he 
does not have consensus within the justice system, again, 
particularly in Quebec. 


This omnibus bill is deeply controversial. We are not saying that 
this bill does not contain some good measures. We know, as does the 
minister, that certain measures, particularly those concerning sexual 
offences against children and parole reform, are useful. 
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I think that everyone in the House agrees, and the minister knows 
that he could have tabled these measures separately from his 
omnibus bill and it would not have been an issue. They likely would 
have passed unanimously in the House of Commons. 


As usual—and we see this with their budgets as well—the . 


Conservatives are tabling bad measures alongside the good ones in 
this bill, which means that we have to come to a decision without 
debate. And they know that that does not work. 


Did the minister consider splitting the bill so that certain measures 
would be passed more easily? 


@ (1035) 
[English] 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, over the years I have 
found that when we put a number of bills together we get complaints 
from the opposition that it is an “omnibus” bill. If we split them up I 
have had suggestions from them that we should have put them all 
together. Now we have them all together and opposition members 
are suggesting we should split them again. 


Let us be honest about this. If members are opposed to getting 
tough on drug dealers they should say so. The bill is clear. We are 
going after people who bring drugs into the country. We are saying 
to the people who would bring drugs into Canada, which law 
enforcement agencies tell me is part of organized crime, that they 
would go to jail. If members are against that and think that is a 
terrible thing, that is fine. That is their opinion. However, they 
should not dress it up by saying that the bill should be tough on this 
and combined with something else or that it should be divided. Let 
us cut out the nonsense here. 


We have put these bills together. They all make sense. They are 
not all of the bills that had not passed in the previous Parliament. We 
put nine of them together. They all stand alone in the sense that they 
have been looked at thoroughly by Parliament. They have been 
thoroughly debated and discussed in this country. I am absolutely 
convinced that Canadians support us on this and so should the hon. 
member. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
based on the terminology used by the minister, we can clearly see 
that this is not an attempt to improve safety on our streets, but a 
purely partisan and political act. That is what this is. 


[English] 


If the minister's goal is to protect victims, why has he not moved 
forward in areas where there is unanimous consent of all parties in 
the House such as random roadside testing? Simply bringing forward 
what has already been approved by all the parties would save 
hundreds of lives a year. There is no way to put a cost on that. 


There is also unanimous consent for moving forward on DNA 
testing. That would allow us to solve thousands of crimes per year. 
Yet the words chosen by the minister as he gesticulates toward his 
Reform Party base and says that this is about safer streets and these 
guys must be in favour of protecting dangerous criminals, we realize 
that we are faced not with an effort to improve laws in this country 
but an effort by the government to position itself politically. 
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Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, I have experienced this 
spin with all the bills that we have introduced right across the board. 
The opposition members either immediately oppose it or they say it 
needs a lot of study. Most times the term “needs a lot of study” 
means that we will never get to vote on the issues and never get them 
implemented. I always hear opposition members say that we are 
cracking down on drug dealers and violent criminals, that if we 
would only get to some other area then the NDP would be right 
behind us and the Liberals would be cheering us on. 


We all know that is a bunch of nonsense. No matter what the 
government introduces to crack down on crime in this country and 
go after those who exploit and take advantage of other people, in the 
end the opposition members will do one of two things, either oppose 
it or say that it needs a lot of study. 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
I would like the minister to be honest and admit that this bill will 
create more victims. The evidence is clear from the provisions in the 
bill that by putting more people in prison for longer periods means 
there will be more crime inside prisons and more crime outside 
prisons which would create more victims. As well, this will target the 
most vulnerable in our society, those with mental health challenges, 
youth at risk, low income families and aboriginals. The bill shifts 
funds to prison cells and away from the supports required for the 
members of those groups to live successful lives. 


What research has the minister done to determine what the 
increase in AIDS rates would be due to this increase in prison 
population? The leading AIDS researcher in Canada and inter- 
nationally says that the bill would undo most of the good work that 
has been done to prevent AIDS. 


© (1040) 


Hon. Rob Nicholson: Madam Speaker, the hon. member is from 
British Columbia. I have heard loud and clear from law enforcement 
agencies, municipal politicians and others in that part of the country 
how terrible and difficult some of the challenges are regarding drug 
crimes. 


I have been told that the people who bring drugs into British 
Columbia are part of organized crime. If the bill is somehow creating 
victims out of people who bring drugs into this country, or creating 
victims out of these poor vulnerable gangsters who are selling drugs 
around schools, I want those people to know that they are 
vulnerable, because they are the ones we are going after. We are 
going after the people who bring drugs into this country and I make 
no apology for that. 


The Deputy Speaker: It is my duty to interrupt the proceedings at 
this time and put forthwith the question on the motion now before 
the House. 


Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 
Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Deputy Speaker: All those in favour of the motion will 
please say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 
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The Deputy Speaker: All those opposed will please say nay. 


Some hon. members: 


The Deputy Speaker: 


In my opinion the yeas have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 


The Deputy Speaker: Call in the members. 


@ (1120) 


(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on the 


following division:) 


Ablonczy 

Adler 

Albas 

Alexander 

Allison 

Ambrose 

Anderson 

Aspin 

Bateman 

Bernier 

Blaney 

Boughen 
Breitkreuz 

Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 
Bruinooge 
Calandra 

Cannan 

Chisu 

Clarke 

Daniel 

Dechert 

Devolin 

Duncan (Vancouver Island North) 
Fantino . 
Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) 
Fletcher 

Gallant 

Glover 

Goodyear 

Gourde 

Harper 

Hawn 

Hiebert 

Hoback 

Holder 

Jean 


Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) 


Kent 
Komarnicki 
Lake 

Lebel 

Leitch 

Leung 

Lobb 

MacKay (Central Nova) 
Mayes 
McLeod 
Menzies 

Miller 

Moore (Fundy Royal) 
Norlock 
O'Neill Gordon 
Oliver 

Paradis 
Penashue 
Preston 

Rajotte 

Reid 

Richards 
Rickford 
Saxton 


(Division No. 32) 
YEAS 


Members 


Adams 

Aglukkaq 

Albrecht 

Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) 
Ambler 


Anders 


Armstrong 

Baird 

Benoit 

Bezan 

Block 

Braid 

Brown (Leeds—Grenville) 
Brown (Barrie) 

Butt 

Calkins 

Carmichael 

Chong 

Clement 

Davidson 

Del Mastro 

Dreeshen 

Dykstra 

Fast 

Flaherty 

Galipeau 

Gill 

Goguen 

Gosal 

Grewal 

Harris (Cariboo—Prince George) 
Hayes 

Hillyer 

Hoeppner 

James 

Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 
Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Kerr 

Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 
Lauzon 

Leef 

Lemieux 

Lizon 

Lunney 

MacKenzie 

McColeman 

Menegakis 

Merrifield 

Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 
Nicholson 

O'Connor 

Obhrai 

Opitz 

Payne 

Poilievre 

Raitt 

Rathgeber 

Rempel 

Richardson 

Ritz 

Schellenberger 


Seeback 
Shipley 
Smith 
Sorenson 
Storseth 
Sweet 
Toet 

Trost 
Truppe 
Uppal 
Van Kesteren 
Wallace 
Warkentin 
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Shea 
Shory 
Sopuck 
Stanton 
Strahl 
Tilson 
Toews 
Trottier 
Tweed 
Valcourt 
Van Loan 
Warawa 
Watson 


Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to Sky Country) 


Weston (Saint John) 
Wilks 


: Wong 


Yelich 
Young (Vancouver South) 


Allen (Welland) 
Angus 
Atamanenko 
Ayala 
Bellavance 
Benskin 
Boivin 
Boulerice 
Brahmi 
Brosseau 
Caron 

Cash 
Chisholm 
Chow 
Cleary 
Comartin 


” Cotler 


Cuzner 

Davies (Vancouver East) 
Dewar 

Donnelly 

Dubé 

Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona) 
Easter 

Foote 

Freeman 

Garneau 

Genest 

Giguère 

Goodale 

Groguhé 

Harris (St. John's East) 
Hsu 

Hyer 

Julian 

Kellway 

Lapointe 

Laverdière 

LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard) 
Liu 

Mai 

Martin 

Mathyssen 

McCallum 

Michaud 

Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord) 
Morin (Laurentides—Labelle) 
Mourani 

Murray 

Nash 

Nunez-Melo 

Patry 

Perreault 

Plamondon 

Rae 

Ravignat 

Regan 

Saganash 

Savoie 

Sellah 


Williamson 
Woodworth 
Young (Oakville) 
Zimmer— — 158 


NAYS 


Members 


Andrews 

Ashton 

Aubin 

Bélanger 

Bennett 

Blanchette 

Borg 

Boutin-Sweet 

Brison 

Byme 

Casey 

Chicoine 

Choquette 

Christopherson 

Coderre 

Côté 

Cullen 

Davies (Vancouver Kingsway) 
Day 

Dionne Labelle 

Doré Lefebvre 

Duncan (Etobicoke North) 
Dusseault 

Eyking 

Fortin 

Fry 

Garrison 

Genest-Jourdain 

Godin 

Gravelle 

Harris (Scarborough Southwest) 
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Hughes 
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Lamoureux 
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LeBlanc (Beauséjour) 

Leslie 

MacAulay 

Marston 

Masse 

May 

McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood) 
Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue) 
Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine) 
Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot) 
Mulcair 

Nantel 

Nicholls 

Pacetti 

Péclet 

Pilon 

Quach 

Rafferty 

Raynault 

Rousseau 

Sandhu 

Scarpaleggia 

Sgro 
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Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor) 
Sims (Newton—North Delta) 


Sitsabaiesan St-Denis 
Stewart Stoffer 
Sullivan Thibeault 
Toone Tremblay 
Trudeau Turmel 
Valeriote— — 133 

PAIRED 
Nil 


The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 
[Translation] 


I wish to inform the House that because of the debate on the time 
allocation motion, Government Orders will be extended by 30 
minutes. 


@ (1125) 
[English] 

The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for Selkirk—Interlake is 
rising on a point of order. 


XX % 


POINTS OF ORDER 
COMMENTS BY MEMBER FOR TIMMINS—JAMES BAY 


Mr. James Bezan (Selkirk—Interlake, CPC): Madam Speaker, 

I rise on a point of order regarding comments made yesterday in the 

debate on Libya. The member for Timmins—James Bay made a 
comment about me. He said: 

I heard my colleague for Selkirk—Interlake use the old tired Conservative 


slogan: “We don't cut and run”. Now my colleague is from farm country and 
probably does not know what “cut and run” means. 


Standing Order 18 is quite clear that we are not supposed to be 
talking disrespectfully of other members in this House. Not only did 
he insult me, but he also insulted all farmers and anyone who lives 
out in farm country as being less intelligent than himself. I find that 
completely disrespectful and demand that he apologize or that 
appropriate action be taken by you, Madam Speaker. 


The Deputy Speaker: I thank the hon. member for his comment. 
We will look at the blues and come back if necessary. 


**e* 
[Translation] 


SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-10, 
An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to 
amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled 
Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release 
Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act and other Acts, be read the second time and referred 
to a committee, and of the amendment. 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Madam Speaker, I rise 
here today with a bit of a heavy heart, for the vote that was just held 
suggests that the work ahead of me as a new member of this 41st 
Parliament is perhaps less important than that of other members in 
past parliaments. 


Bill C-10, An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act 
and to amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the 
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Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and other Acts, deals with 
many sections and many pieces of legislation. I was told this 
morning that 295 witnesses appeared at 88 committee meetings in 


* previous parliaments. Those individual bills failed to pass during 


previous parliaments, at least not in the form in which they were 
introduced by the governments in office at the time. 


The government is introducing an omnibus bill that includes all 
these provisions. Bill C-10 is 102 pages long and includes 208 
provisions that amend nine existing laws. This is not a small bill. The 
explanatory notes alone are 39 pages long. Not everyone in the 
House has experience in criminal law as it pertains to terrorism or is 
well versed in the laws relating to young offenders and immigration. 
That is a lot of things. 


The leap of faith that the government is asking us to take is to find 
that what was done before is sufficient. In the future, when we are 
not happy, the axe will fall and the government will pass the bill 
because it committed to introduce the bill and pass it within the first 
100 days of its mandate. When we disagree with the Conservatives 
on any part of the content or form of what they present to us, they tell 
us that we are in favour of criminals, child rapists and terrorists. I 
have a problem with this way of categorizing the serious work that 
all members of the House do every day. 


I have a background in law. I worked in criminal law for five years 
when I began my practice and I was able to see the extraordinary 
work that the crown attorneys, judges and judiciary do; their work is 
not always easy. There are also defence lawyers who are obligated, 
under the Constitution, to represent people who are presumed 
innocent until proven guilty. There are some rather disturbing 
isolated cases that seem to have slipped through the cracks in the 
system. We are all aware that such is the case. I have also had a call- 
in radio show. Anyone who has listened to this type of show knows 
how things can sometimes get out of hand when people get started, 
particularly when such isolated cases are mentioned. 


Our judicial system examines thousands and thousands of 
criminal cases each year. I find it a little rich that the Conservatives 
are introducing this 102-page bill that contains 208 provisions to 
amend nine existing laws on the basis of a few cases they have 
chosen here and there that deviate a bit from the norm. 


I participated in a debate with Senator Boisvenu. I have the utmost 
respect and admiration for the work that he did for years after the 
crime that led to the loss of his two daughters. However, we must 
really avoid changing laws simply to respond to a need here or there. 


® (1130) 


The sad thing is that we on this side of the House are inclined to 
be in favour of some parts of the bill without even having to do much 
further study. We are in favour of the provisions having to do with 
sexual offences against children and parole. The entire system needs 
to be reformed, and that is often where we run into problems. But 
this bill lumps everything together. 
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As a member of the Barreau du Québec I can tell you that we, as 
lawyers, receive hours of mandatory professional training because 
the top priority is to protect the public. Every move a lawyer makes 
is scrutinized. When a lawyer goes the slightest bit off track, he or 
she is shown the door and is asked to report to the agency that 
monitors the legal profession. 


The Canadian Bar Association has some valid and serious 
objections to this bill, not because it wants to protect criminals, but 
because it wants to protect what we should all be trying to protect 
together, and that is the penal system and the courts. We have to 
ensure that there is more than just the appearance of justice and that 
Justice is actually served. 


My basic concern with this bill, having practised law, is that 
within the Barreau du Québec and the Canadian Bar Association, 
two entities for which I have the utmost respect, we are going to see 
judges become quite apprehensive about hearing minimum sentence 
cases, because the bill eliminates the wonderful concept that every 
law student learns on their first day: every case is unique. Under the 
Conservatives, the concept that every case is unique no longer exists. 
From now on, if a person commits X crime, they receive X sentence, 
leaving no room to understand why the crime was committed or to 
see what would best serve society. Will we create hardened 
criminals? 


Maybe the solution for the Conservatives is to keep everyone 
locked up for the rest of their lives regardless of the crime. That 
would be ridiculous. I do not want to put words in their mouths, but 
sometimes that is the impression the Conservatives give, because 
under some of the laws affected by the omnibus bill, we will no 
longer be able to apply this fundamental principle in law. What does 
that mean? It means there will be legal challenges. 


I spoke to a number of my colleagues across the country as I knew 
that opportunities to hear from witnesses would be curtailed. I 
consulted several experts in the field who told me that some lawyers 
believe that constitutional challenges will be launched. Is it contrary 
to the charter in terms of unusual punishment? Is it this? Is it that? I 
doubt very much that we will achieve the intended results. Once 
again, I find it unfortunate that they are playing politics—I was 
going to say petty politics, but that would be unparliamentary— 
rather than really trying to fulfill the mandate we have been given, 
that is to legislate. 


When J arrived here for the 41st Parliament, I believed that our job 
was to ensure that each bill passed is for the good of all Canadians, 
that each bill is useful, that each bill becomes a good law, and that 
each bill achieves the intended results. 


I have the impression that sometimes it is a question of making : 


headlines. Unfortunately, that does not meet the needs of victims or 
of the system, and it does not result in the changes the legal 
community is seeking. 


@ (1135) 
[English] 

Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
wonder if the member is aware of a report that just came out from the 
Public Prosecution Service of Canada that points out that almost 
three-quarters of its case files involve drug crimes. 
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One of the real problems we have had is that the government has 
changed its drug strategy by eliminating harm reduction and 
focusing instead on enforcement. This is now causing the prison 
population to explode. We can see this from the Public Prosecution 
Service of Canada report. 


I wonder what comments the member would have in terms of the 
impact on our society of this massive explosion of the prison 
population without ‘the necessary services or rehabilitation or 
reintegration into society. This population explosion is basically 
for minimal drug crimes in many cases, and the bill would now 
exacerbate it. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Françoise Boivin: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
her question. 


That is one of the problems with the judicial system that has come 
to my attention in recent years in discussions -with my colleagues and 
police forces. Police officers were quite pleased that they would no 
longer have to spend an eternity on files that may seem enormous. 
For example, when we are talking about cultivating seven marijuana 
plants it is certainly less serious than when we, or the minister, talk 
about cultivating 200 or 250 marijuana plants. The police were 
happy to focus on serious crimes, crimes of violence against persons, 
crimes of violence against women, against aboriginal women, in 
short, all kinds of violence against individuals. 


The government is talking about being tough on crime and 
cracking down on drug crimes. Mandatory minimum sentences make 
me think of a case I was involved in where a young person was 
caught with a fairly large amount of drugs. In the end, we managed 
to save this young man from the criminal system and to make a good 
citizen of him. How? By not giving him a minimum sentence. 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I would like to mention the excellent work done by 
my colleague from Gatineau. Once again, her speech highlighted the 
absurdity of the Conservatives' omnibus bill and the underlying 
cynicism of this fundamentally ideological and political operation, in 
which the government is trying to mash together a multitude of 
completely disparate and diverse measures. The government is 
creating something that will not sit well with the majority of 
Canadians and Quebeckers. It is trying to shove this down our 
throats to score political points with its very conservative and 
ideological base, and it will try to say that the opposition, regardless 
of the party, is soft on crime and is on the side of the criminals. That 
is a very questionable political move. 


I have a question for my hon. colleague. Is she concerned about 
the fact that this bill will transfer huge responsibilities and costs to 
the Canadian provinces, when many of them—particularly Ontario 
and Quebec—already have problems with overpopulation in 
prisons? The government wants to adopt measures to send a bunch 
of petty criminals to crime school in already overpopulated prisons. 
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Ms. Françoise Boivin: Madam Speaker, the short answer to the 
question is that I am very worried. And I am not the only one. Many 
of the provinces are worried because they feel that they will have to 


deal with the fallout from the Conservative government's smoke and : 


mirrors. 


It is very interesting and illuminating to hear the Minister of 
Justice's responses to the direct questions asked of him, such as how 
much this will cost. We are not asking about the cost to victims. We 
already know that. When it came to the victims I represented, I often 
said that no sentence would satisfy them and that no amount of 
money would be compensation enough for the damages caused or 
would represent the true value of what they had lost or suffered. 


That is not what we are talking about, yet the minister is 
constantly shifting to that argument, making it sound as though those 
of us on this side of the House do not care. That is not true. However, 
the cost of all this will have a direct impact because the provinces do 
not have the money and will not be able to assume the costs. So what 
happens when a law like this comes into effect? 


[English] 


Mr. Bernard Trottier (Etobicoke—Lakeshore, CPC): Madam 


Speaker, I am very pleased to rise today to speak to Bill C-10, Safe 
Streets and Communities Act. This bill takes nine previously 
introduced pieces of legislation and combines them in one 
comprehensive crime bill. 


The proposed changes in the safe streets and communities act are 
part of our government's ongoing action to make Canada a safer 
place for law-abiding Canadian families. I have listened, with a great 
deal of interest, to comments from several hon. members during the 
debate on the legislation. I certainly appreciate the opportunity to 
speak of the many benefits that the changes proposed by our 
government will bring. 


It has been five years since our government first took office. In 
that time, we have worked to bring forward legislation that would 
hold criminals accountable, put the safety of Canadian families first 
and deliver the kind of justice that victims of crime expect. It has 
now been over five years and through many consultations and 
conversations with people across our country, including with 
constituents in my riding of Etobicoke—Lakeshore, it could not be 
clearer that Canadians are concerned about the safety of their 
communities. They have long been calling for our government to 
focus on ensuring that their communities, playgrounds, streets and 
homes remain safe. 


They have asked us to provide our law enforcement agencies with 
the necessary tools and modern laws that they need to make our 
communities safe. We have delivered. 


They have asked us to increase offender accountability and to hold 
offenders accountable by being made to serve sentences that reflect 
the seriousness of those crimes. We have delivered 


Canadians have asked us to be proactive by taking preventive 
measures to reduce crime before it happens. Again, we have 
delivered. 
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I want to touch on just a few of the examples on which our 
government has delivered for Canadians in these areas. 


As an example, we are proud to have increased our country's law- 
enforcement ability by providing $400 million toward a police 
officer recruitment fund. In just two years, this fund has enabled us 
to increase the number of police officers in Canada by more than 
1,800. This goes a long way to helping us increase law-enforcement 
presence in communities both large and small. 


We have also passed many pieces of legislation that address the 
concerns we have heard from victims and Canadians across the 
country. 


[Translation] 


For the past five years, we have been fully engaged in promoting 
healthy, safe communities for Canadians. We have introduced many 
measures to tackle crime, particularly violent crime and gun crimes. 
For example, our government took action to crack down on drive-by 
shootings as well as other shootings that demonstrate reckless 
disregard for the life or safety of others. 


[English] 


For example, our government has taken action to crack down on 
drive-by shootings and other intentional shootings that demonstrate a 
reckless disregard for the life or safety of others. We have taken 
action to eliminate the shameful practice of granting two-for-one 
credit, and sometimes three-for-one credit, for time served before 
sentencing. With this important change, we are now ensuring truth in 
sentencing. 


We have also extended the time period that a person convicted of a 
serious personal injury offence, including manslaughter, must wait 
before applying for a pardon. 


We have also passed legislation to strengthen the national sex 
offender registry and the national DNA data bank, marking another 
tremendous step forward for the protection of vulnerable people 
from sex offenders. Importantly, the legislation allows the police to 
use the national sex offender registry proactively to prevent crime. 


We have also passed legislation to restore the faith of Canadians in 
the corrections and conditional release system by ensuring that 
offenders can no longer be released at one-sixth of their sentences. 
The Abolition of Early Parole Act abolished the practice of 
accelerated parole review, which allowed those convicted of first 
time non-violent white collar offences to obtain day parole after 
serving one-sixth of their sentences and full parole after serving only 
one-third. 
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In addition, the government has also taken action to prevent 
crimes before they happen. In the last year, our government funded 
some 160, community-based crime prevention programs through its 
national crime prevention strategy. These programs had an impact on 
the lives of nearly 10,000 at-risk youth. Crucially, we have also 
ensured that the youth gang prevention fund continues to help at-risk 
youth by including an investment of $7.5 million annually as part of 
the next phase of Canada's economic action plan. 


These are only a few of the measures we have taken to help make 
our streets and communities safer for law-abiding Canadian families. 


However, there is more to do. That is why I am proud to be here 
today to talk about the safe streets and communities act. 


Last May we told Canadians that if re-elected we would move 
quickly to introduce the past law and order legislation that would 
crack down on crime, gangs and terrorism. We said that we would do 
this within 100 sitting days of the new session of Parliament. Our 
government has pledged to finish what we started and move forward 
with this legislation to better protect Canadian families. We believe 
the legislation is a fair and reasonable response to ensure the safety 
of our communities. 


Three departments are responsible for the elements found in the 
legislation, legislation that impacts Canadians from coast to coast to 
coast. 


Public Safety Canada is responsible for four provisions under the 
safe streets and communities act. The first measure amends the 
International Transfer of Offenders Act. We propose to include 
public safety as an express purpose of the act. We also propose 
updating the decision making criteria used by the Minister of Public 
Safety when making the decision to transfer Canadian offenders 
back to Canada to complete their sentences. 


The second Public Safety Canada measure will move to enact the 
justice for victims of terrorism act and to amend the State Immunity 
Act to deter terrorism. What this means is that victims of terrorism 
will be able to launch a law suit in Canadian courts against the 
individual or organization that carried out the attack. 


The third element falling within Public Safety Canada is a 
proposal to strengthen the legislation governing pardons. First, very 
important, the legislation would change the name from “pardon” to 
“record suspension”. We have heard from victims and victims rights 
groups that the word “pardon” indicates that somehow the 
government has forgiven the person for their crime. Forgiveness is 
not the government's to give. No one can forgive an offender for a 
crime except the victim, or the victim's family. This proposal will 
also change the legislation so that repeat serious offenders and those 
who commit sexual offences against children are no longer eligible 
to apply for a record suspension. 


Finally, we propose to strengthen the management of offenders 
during their incarceration and conditional release and highlight the 
importance of correctional plans in the rehabilitation and reintegra- 
tion of offenders. 


There are several components within Bill C-10 that fall under the 
responsibility of the Department of Justice. It will increase the 
penalties imposed for sexual offences against minors. 
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As a father of young children, I welcome these changes to protect 
the youngest and most vulnerable members of our society. Bill C-10 
would bring forward changes that create tougher sentences for 
individuals found guilty of the production and possession of illicit 
drugs for the purposes of trafficking. It would strengthen the laws 
that deal with young offenders, making sure they are held 
accountable for their actions and that their sentences fit the crimes 
that they have committed. It would also bring to an end the use of 
conditional sentences or house arrest for violent and property crimes. 


In addition, there is legislation that falls under the responsibility of 
the Department of Citizenship and Immigration. Bill C-10 would 
amend the Immigration and Refugee Protection Act to protect 
foreign workers who could become victims of human trafficking or 
exploitation. This is a very real problem in my city of Toronto. 
Finally, we will be able to pass legislation to deal with it. 


None of this legislation is a surprise. Just as Canadians have been 
clear in supporting our efforts to improve safety and security in our 
communities, so too have we been clear that this legislation would 
be a priority in the early days of this new Parliament. 


For these reasons, I urge all hon. members of the House to work 
with the government to ensure the swift passage of Bill C-10. 


@ (1150) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
would like to ask my colleague if he agrees with what Senator 
Boisvenu said. He was with the minister when Bill C-10 was 
announced, and he stated that the underlying reason for omnibus Bill 
C-10 is the fact that, in general, sentences imposed by the Canadian 
judiciary are too lenient, and that is what the Conservative 
government wants to address. 


Does the member agree with this statement, that this basically 
boils down to the fact that Canadian judges impose sentences that are 
too lenient? 


Mr. Bernard Trottier: Madam Speaker, I appreciate the 
honourable member's question. 


[English] 


The legislation is responding to the needs of Canadians, especially 
victims. Victims groups and individual victims have been saying for 
a long time that their needs are not being reflected in the current laws 
and also the sentencing guidelines. That is why we introduced this 
legislation. 


Police officers are very supportive of Bill C-10. Canadian Police 
Association President Tom Stamatakis said: 
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As a police officer, and as a parent myself, I can't possibly overemphasize the 
need for the longer sentences this bill provides, to keep these serious offenders off 
our streets, but perhaps just as important, the creation of the two new offences, 
particularly prohibition from using any means of telecommunications, including the 
Internet, to agree or make arrangements with another person for the purpose of 
committing a sexual offence against a child, is exactly the sort of modernization of 


the Criminal Code that our members need to deal with today's technologically savvy ‘ 


criminal. 


There is a lack of modernization in our current legislation. We are 
trying to bring this up to 2011, into the 21st century. It is high time. 
We have been talking about this legislation for several years. These 
are not surprises and we urge the— 


The Deputy Speaker: Questions and comments. The hon. 
member for Kingston and the Islands. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
the honourable member told us that he is the father of young 
children. So am I. 


[English] 


We lived for a little while in Oakland, California and at nights we 
could hear gunshots in the distance. California is a jurisdiction that 
has tried with its “three strikes you're out” law to put more people in 
jail for longer time periods. It found it ended up spending more 
money on prisons than on education. This is a jurisdiction which was 
not made safer for little kids by putting more people in jail. 


This is an example of a case where Conservatives putting more 
people in jail for longer time periods has not made the streets and 
communities safer, and has imposed a tax burden on future 
generations. What is the member's answer to that? Can he answer 
the question that my daughter would want to ask if she were here 
today? 


Mr. Bernard Trottier: Madam Speaker, I can respond to the 
question from the hon. member who is a father like I am, and I can 
say that his daughter would not be the victim of an offender who is 
locked up in prison. She would be protected from him. 


Many times in the debate I hear members opposite draw false 
analogies with the situation in the United States and use the term 
“three strikes and you're out”. This is not “three strikes and you're 
out” for minor offences. The offences we are trying to deal with are 
major, violent, aggressive offences against the security and safety of 
Canadians. This is a completely different situation. 


In terms of the question about the prison population, the federal 
prison population is about 14,000 and there are various models that 
have been put forward. It is impossible to determine exactly what the 
outcome will be, but we do not anticipate that this is going to be the 
bursting at the seams prison situation that the opposition describes. 
At any rate, it is far safer for Canadians to have those violent and 
aggressive offenders locked up than on the streets. 


@ (1155) 
Mr. Ryan Cleary (St. John's South—Mount Pearl, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I stand today in opposition to Bill C-10, the 


omnibus crime bill. I do not stand in opposition to every part of the 
bill and indeed some parts of Bill C-10 worthwhile. 


As a father myself, I have no objection to protecting children 
against pedophiles and sexual predators. I have no objection to 
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protecting people against violent crimes, of course not, even though 
the Conservatives may have people believe otherwise. However, that 
is the rub with Bill C-10, which throws so many pieces of 
legislation, nine pieces of legislation, aboard the one bus, the one 
omnibus bill. 


I may agree with coming down hard on pedophiles, but I do not 
agree with filling prisons with people who probably should not be 
there, like the people who get caught with some marijuana plants. 
What will throwing a student into jail do for him or her, or for 
society in general, besides costing us a fortune in new human cages? 
My answer is nothing. It will do absolutely nothing. 


Bill C-10 is also known as the safe streets and communities act 
which, to quote The Telegram, the daily newspaper in my riding of 
St. John's South—Mount Pearl, sounds like a new and improved 
detergent, except Bill C-10 will not make our streets any cleaner. It 
will not wash away the crime. In fact, chances are, if we put a dirty 
sock through the omnibus cycle, the sock will come out just as dirty 
on the other end. 


The Conservative detergent: so much of Bill C-10 is a waste of 
money. It will have no impact on the tougher elements of our society. 
If anything, Bill C-10 will soak up so much cash to keep what will 
eventually be our U.S.-style prisons. going that there will not be any 
money left over for infrastructure, such as streets. Forget keeping our 
streets clean. 


The Conservative government has yet to put a price tag on Bill 
C-10, but it is fair to say it will cost untold billions of dollars as our 
prisons bulge at the seams. According to a joint statement by the 
John Howard Society and the Canadian Association of Elizabeth Fry 
Societies, the increased costs associated with just one of the bills in 
Bill C-10 will be more than $5 billion. That is more than double 
current expenditures for the corrections systems alone. 


Furthermore, the provinces and territories would have to 
contribute the largest portion of the increase. I am sure they will 
be delighted to step forward. 


I do not know about other provinces, but Newfoundland and 
Labrador's prison system could not handle any more prisoners. Her 
Majesty's Penitentiary in St. John dates back to Victorian times. The 
original stone building first opened in 1859. The pen is an aging 
fortress that has been called an appalling throwback to 19th century 
justice, which sounds like Bill C-10. 


How do people in my riding feel about Bill C-10? I had one 
particular gentleman write to say he is disgusted. Let me quote from 
that letter: 


This is taking us in the wrong direction both socially and fiscally. I do not want to 
live in a country with a justice system based on a model developed in the dark ages. 
We do not need more prisons. We do not need to be taking discretion away from 
justices of the peace, and we do not need more blanket mandatory sentencing 
guidelines that will do more harm than good. 
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Most of all...I'm concerned about “The Penalties for Organized Drug Crime Act”. 
Yes, I'm concerned about the ongoing substance abuse problems we have in this 
province and my concerns about the pending legislation doesn't mean I support a 
legal free for all when it comes to drugs, but increased mandatory sentences for 
growing a half dozen plants is insane...Who is helped by having a student, a future 
doctor or engineer, thrown in jail for a year and a half because they decided to make 
some hash for their own personal use? In what universe does that make sense?...Stop 
wasting money on cages and start spending it on hospital beds and textbooks. 


That is the line that sticks, “Stop wasting money on cages and start 
spending it on hospital beds and textbooks”. That is a great quote. 


© (1200) 


According to Statistics Canada, in 2008-09 the average annual 
cost of keeping an inmate incarcerated was $110,000. Where I come 
from, in Newfoundland and Labrador, that would pay for roughly 
two degrees, or eight years of university. 


To quote the daily newspaper from my riding once again: ~ 


We may buck the American trend — where increasing the number of prisoners 
has not brought a reduction in crime rates — but the smart money says we’ll simply 
pay more to keep more people in prison and do little to change crime rates, which are 
among the lowest we’ve had in decades. You can argue that tougher sentences will 
make Canada a harder place to do shifty business, but the jury’s out on whether it will 
end up making this country a better place to live. 


The jury is still out. 


Bill C-10 will not make Canada a better place to live. It will 
change Canada. It will change how we see ourselves as New- 
foundlanders and Labradorians, as Canadians, and how we are seen 
on the world stage. Lock them up and throw away the key has not 
worked well in other tough love jurisdictions, the United States, for 
example. 


For every 100,000 people, the United States holds 724 people in 
prison. In comparison, for every 100,000 people, Canada has 117 
people in prison. That is a big difference. 


The question that must be asked until there is an answer is, if there 
are longer stipulated jail sentences for crimes such as growing a few 
pot plants, who pays for the dramatic increases in the cost of 
incarceration of both federal and provincial prisons? Is that the next 
Conservative action plan or job plan that we have been waiting so 
long to hear about? Is it to build new cages across the country? 


As for other sections of the omnibus crime bill, legislation that 
allows for victims of terrorism to sue perpetrators, including foreign 
countries, would do absolutely nothing to deter or prevent terrorism 
acts. To cut to the chase, suing a terrorist organization in a Canadian 
court would get us absolutely nowhere. No, that is not quite correct, 
it would get us in debt. 


Returning to the section of Bill C-10 that would impose 
mandatory minimum sentences for the production, possession and 
trafficking in certain drugs like marijuana, experts have consistently 
said that mandatory minimum sentences do not work for reducing 
drug use, tackling organized crime, or for making our communities 
safer. 


How about taking the money from building more cages and 
putting it into rehabilitation and retraining programs? That is a novel 
.idea. That makes more sense. That is the Canadian way. Bill C-10 is 
not the Canadian way. 
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Nothing in the Conservative crime bill deals with prevention, but 
80% of people in federal prison deal with at least one addiction. Dr. 
Julio Montaner, immediate past president of the International AIDS 
Society, said that the Conservative government's crime agenda 
would jeopardize the health of some marginalized people. He said: 


[the bill] would make it more difficult for physicians to deliver public health 
services to people who are poor, First Nations, mentally ill, at risk of HIV, or 
drug-addicted. 


He also said: 


This law is all about incarcerating the people that this government views as the 
“other Canadians” for which they have no time for or no interest. 


Speaking for myself, my party believes in leaving nobody behind, 
leaving no Canadian behind, marginalizing nobody. 


@ (1205) 


Hon. Jim Karygiannis (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank my colleague from the NDP for eloquently 
stating his party's position. 


There are aspects in Bill C-10 that are very tempting, especially 
for people who grow pot. I have to say that in my area I have had my 
share of grow-house operations. 


However, in looking at the cost, the Parliamentary Budget 
Officers says that we would spend about $13 billion to go this way. I 
wonder if my colleague from the NDP would like to share some of 
his concerns. 


I would personally like to see a little of that money, if that would 
actually be the figure, $13 billion, to be spent on putting people in 
the right direction. Maybe we could spend more money on 
immigrants and give immigrant communities money that the 
Conservative government took away from in Toronto. 


Does my hon. colleague feel that this spending of money is wise 
or are we going down a false path? 


Mr. Ryan Cleary: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member talks about the 
figure of $13 billion. The point that we have been trying to get to is 
that there is no cost on this omnibus crime bill. We do not know the 
cost. From what I hear, and I have been listening, I do not think the 
Conservatives have put a figure on this yet. I do not think they have 
a true cost. That is one of the worries. 


The other worry is with all these new prisoners going into the 
penal system across the country. I have read some estimates of 
between 3,000 and 5,000 more people will be entering our prison 
system. In my province of Newfoundland and Labrador, we have, 
what I mentioned in my speech, Her Majesty's Penitentiary. It is a 
medium-sized prison. It takes in federal prisoners but it is bulging at 
the seams. We cannot take in any more. 


There is no money for rehabilitation and no money for programs. 
That is the bigger concern. 
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Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Justice, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would remind the 
member opposite that simple possession is not targeted in this 
legislation, although the reference continues to be to someone 
growing a few plants. 


In the member's hypothetical student example, if that hypothetical 
student were proven to be trafficking illicit drugs to elementary 
school children or proven to be handing over his revenue from the 
sale of hard drugs, such as methamphetamine, to members of 
organized crime, would the member not agree that the person needs 
to be dealt with as a serious offender? 


Mr. Ryan Cleary: Mr. Speaker, that is the problem we have with 
this omnibus crime bill and how the Conservatives are trying to sell 
it. The Conservatives are trying to sell it as being fair. 


Would I have a problem with someone growing marijuana and 
selling it to school children or selling crystal to school children being 
dealt with as a serious offender? Of course not. I have no problem 
with that whatsoever. They should be in jail. That is just wrong. That 
is something that the New Democrats and Canadians in general are 
absolutely against. 


The problem that we see here is the fact that someone who has 
grown some plants, who has made a mistake and done something 
against the law, could be put in jail with the key thrown away. Some 
people, who jail would do nothing for and who should not be in jail, 
would be put in jail. Our jails would be bulging at the seams. That is 
what we are against. 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
problem is that the Conservatives are trying to leave an impression 
that somehow there is no enforcement or no legislation. 


The debate here is about mandatory minimums and whether they 
work. Is the member aware that in the United States, where we have 
seen the history of mandatory, minimums, many of those laws are 
now being repealed because they have been such a massive failure? 


Mr. Ryan Cleary: Mr. Speaker, I am aware. What the 
Conservatives are trying to do here with this omnibus crime bill 
has been tried in other jurisdictions, as the hon. member just pointed 
out, like in the United States, and it does not work. Therefore, why 
we are trying to do it here is beyond me. I do not have an answer. 


@ (1210) 


Mr. Parm Gill (Brampton—Springdale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to speak in favour of Bill C-10, the safe streets and 
communities bill. 


Canadians gave our Conservative government a strong mandate to 
keep our streets and communities safe. Part of that important 
mandate is protecting Canadians both at home and abroad from 
threats of terrorism, while giving those who do fall victim to a 
terrorist act the tools they need to have their voices heard. 


Since coming to office in 2006, we have been clear: a 
Conservative government is a government that will put the 
protection of law-abiding Canadians first. We have taken strong 
action to fulfill our commitment to protect Canadians by taking a 
tough on crime approach and giving our law enforcement agencies 
the resources and tools they need to do their jobs. We have also 
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moved forward in many areas to crack down on crime and to ensure 
that our streets and communities are safe and secure. 


When talking to my constituents, I hear a common theme. They 


. tell me that they want a justice system that actually delivers justice 


and a corrections system that actually corrects. I believe the 
legislation in front of us today is an important step forward in that 
regard. 


We will continue to reverse the shameful trend which began under 
the Trudeau regime where former solicitor general, Jean-Pierre 
Goyer, stated that the protection of society was a secondary objective 
to protecting the rights of criminals. Our Conservative government 
completely rejects that premise and will continue to work to return 
common sense to the correctional system. 


Recently, all of us have witnessed the terrible consequences that 
terrorism can have for individuals and communities across the globe. 
In our time, terrorism has left casualties from New York to New 
Delhi. We know that Canada is not immune to the threat of radical- 
led terrorism. We need to recall the hundreds of Canadians who died 
in the atrocity of the Air India attack and all those who lost their lives 
on 9/11. 


We should not forget that Canada has been named as a target by 
organizations such as Al-Qaeda. We have also seen the successful 
prosecution of homegrown terrorists who were arrested before they 
had a chance to carry out their sadistic plot. 


It is starkly clear that Canada has a large role to play in the global 
fight against terrorism, a role that we have played and will continue 
to play in the battle against those who use senseless violence against 
civilians. 


That is why I will focus my remarks on Bill C-10 today on justice 
for the victims of terrorism. 


These amendments would strengthen Canada's ability to expose 
and cut off the material support for terrorism. They would ensure 
that those who do fall victim to terrorism are able to seek justice and 
that those who commit or support terrorist acts are held accountable 
for their actions. 


Terrorist groups rarely act alone. The scale and sophistication of 
terrorist operations demand a vast amount of financial and 
organizational support. That support often comes from within states 
led by radical anti-western governments. Many observers have often 
described the relationship between terrorist groups and certain 
governments as one of a state operating within a state. Shockingly, 
on occasion, private individuals living right here in Canada can be 
sources of support for those who wish to attack our country. 


The fact is that money is the lifeblood of terrorism. One of the 
most effective ways to stop terrorists is to strike at their largest 
vulnerability, which is their wallets. Bill C-10 aims to do that by 
holding terrorists and those who support them fully financially 
accountable. 
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Bill C-10 would create a cause of action to allow victims of 
terrorism to sue terrorists and supporters of terrorism for any loss or 
damages that occurred as a result of terrorist acts committed 
anywhere in the world on or after January 1, 1985. The target of 
these suits will include individuals, organizations and certain states 
that the government has listed for their support to terrorism. 
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In the case of states, Bill C-10 proposes the creation of a 
government list of states that there are reasonable grounds to believe 
support terror. Those states would no longer be immune from civil 
action. This would allow Canadian courts to hold these supporters of 
terrorism accountable for their conduct. 


On the recommendation of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, in 
consultation with the Minister of Public Safety, a state would be 
added to a list of designated states if there are reasonable grounds to 
believe that the state supports or has supported a terrorist entity listed 
under the Criminal Code. 


The Criminal Code currently lists 44 entities as terrorist 
organizations. These organizations are subject to rigorous and 
regular review. States that financially support these organizations 
cannot be considered a friend of Canada. 


We will take all the appropriate precautions to minimize any 
potential negative impact on Canadian trade or foreign relations or 
threats to Canadian personnel, interests and citizens abroad when 
listing and delisting states. 


Bill C-10 would also establish a review mechanism to ensure the 
timely removal of states from a list if they clean up their act and no 
longer support terrorism. The Minister of Foreign Affairs, in 
consultation with the Minister of Public Safety, would review the 
list every two years to determine whether listed states should remain 
on the list. Ministers would also review information on non-listed 
states every two years to determine whether any other state should be 
added to that list. 


Additionally, a listed state could apply to be removed from the list 
by submitting a written application. Once this application is 
received, the Minister of Foreign Affairs would, after consulting 
with the Minister of Public Safety, decide whether there were 
reasonable grounds to recommend to the Governor in Council that 
the state no longer be listed. 


As important as the ability to sue states that support terror is that 
individuals and corporations that support these actions would also be 
held liable. Financiers of terror would be held accountable. 


Bill C-10 would do more than just create a cause of action for 
victims of terrorism. It would also allow victims who have 
successfully sued a terrorist entity or supporter to request assistance 
from the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Minister of Finance in 
identifying and locating in Canada the property of that entity. 


Several years ago, the world witnessed the effectiveness of those 
measures when the families of the Lockerbie bombing victims were 
given the right to sue the Gadhafi Libya regime for the role it played 
in supporting this horrific act of terrorism. The former government of 
Libya subsequently admitted its part in the attack, provided 
compensation to the families and renounced the use of terrorism. 
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Creating this cause of action would hold terrorism and its 
Supporters to account through the courts, giving victims the 
opportunity to seek justice. This is something victims have sought 
for some time and our Conservative government is proud to deliver. 


I urge all members to give speedy passage to Bill C-10. I 
especially urge my colleagues in the NDP to support the bill and put 
the rights of victims and law-abiding Canadians ahead of the rights 
of terrorists and their supporters. We must stand united in sending a 
message to those who commit terrorist acts and to those whose 
support them that they will be held accountable for their actions. 
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Hon. Jim Karygiannis (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleague for mentioning a couple of words. He 
kept talking about terrorism and about protecting Canadians abroad. 
He also said something about a shameful trend. I will tell him about 
a shameful trend. 


A Canadian by the name of Colin Rutherford has been held by the 
Taliban for several months now. It will be a year in November. I have 
asked the government time and time again for information. This 
individual is being held by terrorists and his family is suffering 


I want the hon. gentleman to tell me if that is not a shameful trend 
when the government is shutting up and is saying absolutely nothing 
to the family that wants to get news and wants to know what it is 
doing. Not only that, the government is even refusing to give me 
information. 


Mr. Parm Gill: Mr. Speaker, the mandate our government 
received in the last election is to protect the rights of Canadians, be it 
here in Canada or abroad. That is exactly what we are doing. 


All of the measures that are in Bill C-10 have been before 
Parliament. They have been debated for the most part and now 
Canadians expect us to implement the measures and put them to 
work. That is exactly what the government will be doing. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to compliment my 
colleague on his speech. I thought it was incredibly relevant to the 
threats and risks that countries like Canada and many of our allies 
and partners around the world are facing today. He laid out in very 
concrete terms why this legislation is important, with specific 
reference to countering terrorism. 


Could he tell the House what the consequences might be of not 
enacting measures of this kind, and what danger of further impunity 
for terrorist groups to operate in Canada or elsewhere that might 
represent for the people of Canada? 


Mr. Parm Gill: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. 
member for his hard work on behalf of his constituents. 
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Obviously as Canadians we are all concerned about terrorist 
activities, be they within Canada or abroad. Canadians expect us to 
take action as their representatives. We are here to represent their 
best interests. If we choose not to take any action on this, God forbid, 
we do not want to see another tragedy like the Air India tragedy in 
1984. We do not want to see another 9/11. By implementing this 
important piece of legislation, if we help prevent one more serious 
tragedy, it will be well worth it. 


Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
hon. member spoke about stopping terrorists by striking their 
wallets. It seems that the same government that says it wants to stop 
terrorists by striking their wallets may have been paying off terrorists 
like al-Qaeda in North Africa in order to secure the release of 
Canadians. It seems that the terrorists may have reinvested that 
dividend into more terrorism. 


Where is the consistency of the government that claims it wants to 
stop terrorists by striking their wallets? 


Mr. Parm Gill: Mr. Speaker, the Conservative government has 
made it very clear that it does not negotiate with any terrorist 
organization whatsoever. We have a very strong record when it 
comes to combatting criminal activities, be they crimes committed 
here or terrorist activities abroad. That is exactly why our very brave 
men and women are serving our great country around the world. 
They are protecting us and the democracy and freedom that we so 
much enjoy here in Canada. 
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Ms. Judy Foote (Random—Burin—St. George's, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to speak to Bill C-10, erroneously entitled the 
“Safe Streets and Communities Act”. Bill C-10 is comprised of nine 
stand-alone justice bills that died, for good reason I might add, 
during the previous parliamentary session. These nine bills, justly 
negated then, are back to haunt Canada in the form of an omnibus 
mega-bill, or what some have referred to as an ominous bill, seeking 
to destroy the fair and equitable justice system Canadians from coast 
to coast to coast have come to rely on for their justice and protection. 


I am especially disheartened to see that, at a time when almost two 
million Canadians are looking for jobs in a struggling economy, the 
Conservatives' priority is backwards crime legislation. 


The Liberal Party knows Canadians want a safe and fair justice 
system. The facts tell us that Bill C-10 will not deliver that. The 
Conservatives chose to ignore the facts and instead are intent on 
pushing through C-10. What we witnessed here today was a 
miscarriage of justice with the closure motion, which passed because 
the government has a majority. It is scary when things like that 
happen because members of the government are speaking from both 
sides of their mouths. 


In fact, the Minister of Public Safety said in speaking to another 
closure motion, “If the bill was the right thing to do, why did the 
Prime Minister do the wrong thing by invoking closure”? 


At one time, another member of the government, who is now the 
citizenship and immigration minister, said, “I begin by condemning 
this government for allowing itself to trample on democracy and 
democratic deliberation by invoking closure and time allocation on 
Bill C-36”. 
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Another member of the government, now the Minister of National 
Defence, said, “Let me be clear. What is happening in this motion, in 
this use of closure, is an attempt to stifle the debate, to shut it down, 
to sideline it, to distract, to detract away from the opposition's job to 
be diligent in asking questions”. 


I mention those comments to point out the miscarriage of justice 
here today with this closure motion and how the government is 
speaking from both sides of its mouth. 


Despite the overwhelming evidence and substantive trial and 
failure of the very same legislation in the United States as we are 
seeing today in BillC-10, the Conservatives blindly steamroll ahead. 
If this type of legislation had any positive effect at all on the safety of 
citizens and the protection of victims, the United States would be the 
safest country in the world. Sadly, that is not the case. If C-10 type 
legislation truly worked, we would not see the Americans’ 
experience with their failed system for over 25 years. For example, 
Newt Gingrich, who many consider to be the architect of the botched 
American prison system, declared that his tough-on-crime agenda 
failed and that the criminal justice system founded on the same blind 
policies included in C-10 is “broken”. 


The Americans spent $68 million in 2010 on corrections, which is 
300% more than was spent 25 years before, and their prison 
population is growing 13 times more rapidly than their population. 
Clearly, the American model of mandatory minimums did not work 
in the United States of America and predictably, it will not work in 
Canada. 


We already know that. One need merely to consider the evidence 
to conclude that the failed justice policies of our American friends 
imported to Canada will only become failed justice policies of our 
own. Why is the government not prepared to learn from those 
mistakes instead of forging ahead prepared to make the same 
mistakes at enormous cost to the Canadian taxpayer? 


Unfortunately for Canadians, the Conservatives have a penchant 
for ignoring evidence and logic. The fact is that crime in Canada is 
decreasing. According to Statistics Canada it is at its lowest level 
since 1973. Existing policies developed in consultation with the 
provinces by previous governments, many of them Liberal by the 
way, are working. 


The lack of logic was on display only last year when former 
Conservative minister Stockwell Day reported that the Conservatives 
intended to build more prisons in order to address unreported crime. 
This is just one example of the Conservatives' appetite to blindly 
conclude that the solution to any problem is to build more prisons. 
That is the problem. 
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I read with interest recently a letter to the editor written by Dr. Jim 
Lang of the Department of Theory and Policy Studies in Education, 
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education at the University of 
Toronto. According to Dr. Lang, the Minister of Justice tells us that 
his government will not let facts or statistics derail its ideological 
decision to spend our money to make us feel safer on our streets 
whether we think it is best for us or not. He said that the justice 
minister cites statistics, the election outcome for example, as 
justification for the same decision. What is interesting about the 
content of the letter is that Dr. Lang said that this does not make him 
feel safer at all, just confused and worried about what those guys will 
do next and on what pretext. 


I agree wholeheartedly with his opinion given that while the 
government has a majority, it only has 39% of the popular vote, so 
61% of voters did not vote for the Conservatives, yet they are going 
blindly ahead putting something in place that they think is the right 
thing to do without even considering the views of the majority of 
‘Canadians. 


Another letter, written by William Trudell, the chair of the 
Canadian Council of Criminal Defence Lawyers, pleaded with 
parliamentarians to carefully review this legislation to ensure that it 
is in the best interests of all Canadians and does not fracture our 
criminal justice system. The writer said that it does not take a tough 
on crime agenda to allow judicial discretion to ensure that those 
genuinely in need find themselves in hospitals and not jails. 


Unfortunately, the Conservative crime agenda fails to understand 
the connection between issues of addiction and mental health and the 
issue of crime. It is a crime that those very vulnerable in our society 
will be impacted negatively by Bill C-10. 


The government refuses to come clean about the true costs of its 
crime agenda, which begs the question as to why. The Parliamentary 
Budget Officer, Kevin Page, said that the price tag for just a few of 
the measures of the crime agenda will cost over $13 billion. That is 
the price tag for just a few, not the entire nine bills that are included 
in this omnibus bill. 


As the global economy contracts, Canada has to ensure that we get 
value for tax dollars. We have heard the government say that, yet 
Conservatives spend untold billions on a failed crime agenda that 
takes a blind and unrealistic approach to public safety and does not 
create safer communities and is not a wise or .effective use of 
Canadians' hard-earned money. Many of these costs will be 
downloaded on the provinces which can ill-afford such a burden. 


I represent the people of Newfoundland and Labrador as the 
member of Parliament for Random—Burin—St. George's. Our 
province does not need to be saddled with more inmates and stripped 
of any judicial discretion. The Liberal Party will not put Canadians at 
risk by helping to implement this dangerous bill. In order to 
safeguard the rights and safety of all Canadians, we must oppose Bill 
C-10. 


While the government stands on a soapbox to promote the bill and 
claims that the bill will help victims, sadly, legislation such as Bill 
C-10 will only ensure a continued cycle of victimization. The 
evidence indicates that preventive policy and education, not tougher 
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sentences and bloated prisons, are the path to safer streets and 
communities. After all, the government can talk all it wants about the 
rights of victims, but the truth is the right of every Canadian is to not 
be victimized at all. 


The Liberal Party is committed to ensuring a justice approach that 
is evidence based, cost-effective and focused on crime prevention. 


The Canadian Bar Association has said that the mandatory 
minimum sentences and overreliance on incarceration, constraints on 
judges' discretion to ensure a fair result in each case and the bill's 
impact on specific already disadvantaged groups are problems with 
the bill. 
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Why is it we do not listen to those who deal with the people who 
need the services on a daily basis to ensure that they are not 
victimized? Why is it we are refusing to listen to them? Why is it we 
are not hearing what is being said? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I had to rejoin the debate 
after hearing the speech from my hon. colleague opposite. 


If the Liberal Party opposes mandatory minimums, then why did it 
bring in mandatory minimums in response to 9/11 in its Anti- 
terrorism Act? 


The Liberals are not opposed to mandatory minimums. They are 
just opposed when Conservatives bring in mandatory minimums. 
The Liberals are all in favour of them and brought in mandatory 
minimums themselves. Why? Because the public believes in 
governments that respond to and get tough on crime. 


The hon. member presents our crime agenda as though it is a this- 
or-that approach. We have and support successful programs that help 
those who are most in need and those who can be subject to 
restorative justice. We have those programs in my riding. I am proud 
to support them because they work. 


However, with regard to career criminals they do not work. 
Therefore, we need a justice system that is about justice, not just 
about serving lawyers. 


My hon. colleague also said the government is ignoring evidence. 
It is quite the opposite. As a matter of fact, it is Liberal attorneys 
general in Ontario, P.E.I. and British Columbia who are supporting 
our legislation because they recognize that this works. The member 
said the Liberal Party is against it. That is absolutely not true. 
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Finally, she said that we are acting blindly. It is quite the opposite. 
We know exactly what we are doing. We are responding to the 
mandate Canadians gave us. This is what Canadians elected us to do 
and we will get it done. It is because we are doing this that we were 


entrusted with a majority government and the Liberals have only 34 


seats. 


Ms. Judy Foote: Mr. Speaker, I do not think there was a question 


in that dissertation. I acknowledge that the hon. minister has the right 
to say whatever he feels he must say. However, the situation is one 
where as a country we cannot afford to spend untold billions on a 
crime agenda nor should we victimize the most vulnerable in our 
society. 


Today there are people in prisons who have mental issues, who are 
aboriginal, et cetera. As well, there are young people in prisons who 
have made mistakes. They want help and need help to deal with their 
mistakes. They should not be incarcerated in prisons with hardened 
criminals. At the end of the day, when they get out they might be 
worse off than they were when they went in. 


That is not the proper thing to do, but that is what the government 
is focusing on. It is taking advantage of the most vulnerable with 
what it is proposing in Bill C-10. 


Mr. Ryan Cleary (St. John's South—Mount Pearl, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the hon. member for Random—Burin—St. George's raised 
some good points in her statement. 


She spoke about the numbers that have been thrown about, 
including the figure of $13 billion for the implementation of several 
of the acts in the bill. 


What.does she think the impact will be on the Newfoundland and 
Labrador prison system which is already inadequate and bulging at 
the seams? 


Ms. Judy Foote: Mr. Speaker, my hon. colleague and I both know 
of the situation in the prison in St. John's, which also houses federal 
prisoners. At this point, it cannot possibly house any more. There are 
two or three inmates sharing a cell. That is unhealthy under any 
circumstances. 


We need to do more in the way of prevention to ensure we do not 
have to build megaprisons to house criminals. The way to do that is 
by focusing on prevention by putting the billions of dollars in 
funding that would be wasted on this crime agenda toward working 
with people in terms of prevention programs. 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the Con- 
servative speakers on the bill have negatively characterized with 


disdain the fact that rehabilitation was introduced into one of the ~ 


principles of sentencing about 40 years ago. 


I would ask the hon. member to correlate that rehabilitation 
principle with the facts. Where have crime rates gone over the last 40 
years? 
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Ms. Judy Foote: Mr. Speaker, since the previous governments, 

mainly Liberal, introduced the whole idea of dealing more 


effectively with crime, statistics have pointed to the fact that crime 
is decreasing. 
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Clearly, we have made the right decision to go down that path. 
The government is trying to fix something that is not broken. 


Mr. Larry Miller (Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to participate in the second reading debate on 
Bill C-10, the Safe Streets and Communities Act. It is a bill that is 
very important to residents in my riding of Bruce—Grey—Owen 
Sound and certainly across Canada. 


The June 2011 Speech from the Throne recognized the 
government's fundamental duty to protect the personal safety of all 
Canadians. Toward this end we have committed to reintroduce law 
and order legislation to combat crime, including protecting children 
from sex offenders, eliminating house arrest and pardons for serious 
crimes, and protecting the most vulnerable in society, our children. 


Bill C-10 supports this commitment. It is a comprehensive 
package of law reforms that had been proposed in nine bills before 
the previous Parliament, but which died with the dissolution of that 
Parliament for the general election. 


Part 1, clauses 2 to 9, of Bill C-10 includes reforms to support 
victims of terrorism. These were proposed in former Bill S-7, the 
Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act. 


Part 2, clauses 10 to 51, proposes sentencing reforms to address 
child sexual exploitation, serious drug offences, and to eliminate the 
use of conditional sentences for serious, violent and property crimes. 
It incorporates reforms that were proposed in former Bills C-54, the 
Protecting Children from Sexual Predators Act, S-10, the Penalties 
for Organized Drug Crime Act and C-16, the Ending House Arrest 
for Property and Other Serious Crimes by Serious and Violent 
Offenders Act. 


Part 3, clauses 52 to 166, includes post-sentencing reforms to 
increase offender accountability, eliminate pardons for serious 
crimes, and revise the criteria for determining international transfers 
of Canadian offenders. These reforms were proposed in former Bills 
C-39, the Ending Early Release for Criminals and Increasing 
Offender Accountability Act, C-23, the Eliminating Pardons for 
Serious Crimes Act, C-59, the Abolition of Early Parole Act and 
C-5, the Keeping Canadians Safe (International Transfer of 
Offenders) Act. 


Part 4, clauses 167 to 204, proposes reforms to the Youth Criminal 
Justice Act to better protect Canadians from violent young offenders. 
These had been proposed in former Bill C-4, Sébastien's Law 
(Protecting the Public from Violent Young Offenders). 


Part 5 of Bill C-10 proposes amendments to the Immigration and 
Refugee Protection Act to protect foreign workers against abuse and 
exploitation, including sexual exploitation and human trafficking. 
These amendments had been proposed in former Bill C-56, the 


_ Preventing the Trafficking, Abuse and Exploitation of Vulnerable 


Immigrants Act. 
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Many of these proposed reforms were debated and studied in the 
previous Parliament. I welcome their reintroduction in this new 
Parliament. 


I will focus my remaining time on Bill C-10's proposal to better 
protect children against sexual exploitation. 


As with its predecessor Bill C-54, the objectives of Bill C-10's 
child sexual exploitation reforms are twofold. First, they seek to 
ensure that for sentencing purposes all child sexual offences are 
treated severely and consistently. Second, they seek to protect 
children by preventing the commission of these offences. Bill C-10 
does this by imposing stiffer and stronger penalties. 


Bill C-10 proposes numerous amendments to enhance the 
penalties or sentences of imprisonment that are currently imposed 
for sexual offences involving child victims. It imposes new or higher 
mandatory minimum sentences of imprisonment as well as higher 
maximum penalties for certain offences. 


Currently, the Criminal Code has an inconsistent approach 
regarding penalties for sexual offences involving a child victim. 
For instance, there are 12 child-specific sexual offences that impose 
a mandatory minimum sentence of imprisonment, yet there are other 
child-specific offences that do not impose a minimum penalty. 


Similarly, the general sexual offences that apply to both adult and 
child victims alike do not impose any mandatory minimum penalty 
where the victim is a child. 


As the grandfather of two granddaughters, one six years old and 
the other three years old, this means a lot to me. The bill serves to 
strengthen the laws that protect our children and the vulnerable. 
There should be no question about supporting this bill. 
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Mandatory minimum penalties are exception In the Criminal Code 
of Canada. Generally, they have been imposed because Parliament 
has determined that the nature of a particular offence is sufficiently 
serious to include a sentence of imprisonment. That sentence was 
devised to best reflect the facts and circumstances of the case and 
does not get lost between the mandatory minimum period of time to 
the prescribed maximum penalty. Where mandatory minimum 
sentences are imposed, a conditional sentence of imprisonment is 
never appropriate for the offence. 


Given this understanding of mandatory minimum sentences of 
imprisonment, the effect of imposing these in only some but not all 
sexual offences where the victim is a child suggests that some child 
sexual offences are more serious than others. It is ludicrous to 
suggest that some child victims have been less victimized than 
others. I cannot understand that thought process. 


In my view, this contradicts a fundamental value of Canadian 
society, namely that all children are among our most vulnerable and 
that all are deserving of equal protection against all forms of child 
sexual abuse and exploitation. Therefore, I welcome the proposals of 
Bill C-10 to impose mandatory minimum sentences for seven sexual 
offences wherein the victim is a child and where currently mandatory 
minimum sentences are not imposed. 
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Bill C-10 also proposes to impose higher mandatory minimum 
sentences for nine offences that already carry a minimum sentence. 
These increases would ensure that the minimum sentence is not only 
in line with the offence in question but also is coherent with the 
minimum sentences imposed for other offences. 


As well, Bill C-10 proposes to create two new offences to prevent 
the commission of a contact sexual offence against a child. Both of 
these offences would also impose mandatory minimum sentences. 


I would also note that Bill C-10 proposes a few sentencing 
reforms that were not included in Bill C-54. These changes are 
entirely consistent with the overall sentencing objectives of former 
Bill C-54 and seek to better reflect the particularly heinous nature of 
these offences. 


Finally, these changes would increase the maximum penalty and 
corresponding mandatory minimum sentences for four child sex 
offences. When proceeded on summary conviction, subsections 
163.1(2), making child pornography, and 163.1(3), distribution, et 
cetera, of child pornography, propose to increase the maximum 
penalty from 18 months to 2 years less a day as well as increase the 
current minimum sentence from 90 days to 6 months. 


In section 170, parent or guardian procuring sexual activity, the 
bill proposes to increase the minimum penalty from 6 months to 1 
year and the maximum penalty from 5 years to 10 years where the 
victim is under the age of 16 years, and the minimum from 45 days 
to 6 months and the maximum from 2 years to 5 years respectively 
where the victim is 16 to 17 years old. 


I hope that all hon. members will work with us to support the 
expeditious enactment of these much needed reforms. 


In closing, as members of Parliament we all have a number of 
issues that come before us. In my seven years in this great place the 
one thing that I consistently hear from my constituents, especially 
those with children, young children and grandchildren, is the lack of 
rights for victims in this country. We worry more about the rights of 
criminals than victims, which is a sad case. The pendulum has swung 
too far one way. I am proud to be part of a government that would 
straighten that out. 


I look forward to all hon. members in the House supporting Bill 
C-10. 
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Mr. Brad Butt (Mississauga—Streetsville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
am glad my friend from Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound mentioned his 
two young granddaughters. 


I am the father of two daughters. One is 11 years old and the other 
is 7 years old. I am particularly concerned about the possibility of a 
sexual assault occurring because of those people on the street who 
take advantage of our children. Would the member highlight the 
areas of the bill that he believes would send them a message? 


Sending a message to those people who would prey on innocent 
children is key. It would be a deterrent for them to know there are 
stiff penalties in place which their snazzy defence attorneys are 
unable to bargain or whittle down in a courtroom because the law is 
tough on that. 
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Does the member agree? Could he speak more on that particular 
part of the bill? 


Mr. Larry Miller: Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege to welcome my 
colleague officially into the House. I enjoy working with him. 


I am glad to hear his comments about his young family. While my © 


family has grown up, I did mention my two granddaughters. It is 
very obvious that the member gets it when it comes to protecting the 
rights of young and innocent children and that is what a lot of the bill 
would do. ; 


He talks about the message that the bill sends, that if people want 
to mess with our young children, the vulnerable, the next generation, 
and in my case it is not just the next generation but it is my pride and 
joy, there will be a price to pay. For too long the sentences. were 
almost laughable. 


Another message that it sends very strongly to victims is that 
while we cannot right what was done to them, we certainly can make 
offenders do the time for the crime. 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the comments 
my hon. colleague makes are interesting. However, flipping through 
the Quorum before us today, 97% of the articles in it question the 
viability of Bill C-10, condemning it, talking about how we will only 
add more victims of crime and increase costs. Money that should go 
into crime prevention will go to putting more people in jail. 


The member should read Quorum. There is no support for Bill 
C-10 as far as the general public is concerned, yet the member 
continues to say he is representing more so than the rest of us in the 
House. 


Mr. Larry Miller: Mr. Speaker, I have worked with my colleague 
in the House and while we sit on opposite sides, I have a lot of 
respect for her. 


I have not read Quorum yet, but I think the point she was trying to 
make to me was that it was unbelievable that there were still people 
out there who had written to our national papers, basically sticking 
up for criminals instead of victims. Like her, I find it very shocking. 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, along 
the same vein, has my colleague seen an article by Newt Gingrich in 
The Washington Post. He cites that the Americans 30 years of tough 
on crime legislation has been a catastrophic failure. He cites recent 
empirical evidence for the state of Texas where in 2007 it decided 
that building more prisons rather than opting for prevention was a 
mistake and it has changed that now, saving $2 billion. That money 
has been put into drug courts, which deal with substance abuse as a 
medical instead of a criminal problem, and into several crime 
prevention measures instead of punitive measures to make its streets 
safer. Because of that, its crime rates have dropped by 10% in that 
short period of time. Is he aware of that? 
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Mr. Larry Miller: Mr. Speaker, I have not seen that article. 
However, my priority here, and I think it is that of all of us in this 
great House, should be on doing what is right for Canada. The 
member talks about things we can do to deter criminals instead of 
locking them up. 


I want to make mention of a first-ever program that the Minister of 
Justice put in my riding of Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound about three 
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years ago. Equine and partner training is for young people who got 
involved in drugs, not because they were bad kids but because they 
got mixed up with the wrong people. It is a great program and I 
mention it as one example of the kinds of things we will continue to 
do. 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, there is 
possibly one thing we agree on, and that is the Conservatives have 
branded and wrapped themselves in a cloak of crime and punish- 
ment. As a result, they are blind to the evidence, the costs and the 
fact that we have the lowest crime rate since 1973. 


The Conservatives are blind to building safe and healthy 
communities. They are blind to the horrendous experience of the 
U.S. in its war on drugs regime, which now is slowly repealed, 
including the repeal of mandatory minimum sentencing, as my 
colleague from Winnipeg Centre just pointed out, because of its 
catastrophic failure on people and society overall. The Conservatives 
are blind to the evidence in Canada and to the real impact these bills 
would have on the lives of people and communities overall. 


Added to that, the Conservative members are blind to parliamen- 
tary democracy. With this bill and the steady stream of other bills 
that we have seen, they are only interested in manipulating people, 
creating fear and division and creating a them and us scenario. I 
believe, from the bottom of my heart, the omnibus bill before us 
today is offensive. It is politically motivated and would have 
enormous negative impacts. 


I was involved in some of these bills previously, particularly the 
drug crime bill, which I will go into. 


Listening to the debate, I find it astounding to hear how the 
Conservatives are completely divorced from the reality of what is 
going on. They cannot recognize that we have the lowest crime rate 
since 1973. They cannot comprehend or deal with the fact that 
federal and provincial prisons are skyrocketing and prisoners are 
double and even triple bunking, resulting, in part, from bills like the 
Truth in Sentencing Act, which was passed in the last Parliament. 


I wish the Conservatives had the courage to bring forward a truth 
in prison costs bill because maybe then we would have a better 
handle on what is really going on here. 


The fact is these nine bills have no relevancy together. They have 
been politically put together in one bill to ram them through the 
House in 100 days. 
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That defies the reality of the 2010-11 annual report that just came 
out from the Public Prosecution Service of Canada. It shows us that 
almost three-quarters, or 72%, of all cases handled by federal 
prosecutors last year involved drug cases, about 58,000 cases. Of 
those cases, only about 2% were complex, meaning that the vast 
majority of them were actually straightforward in terms of the impact 
of some of these bills and the kind of law enforcement approach that 
the Conservative government has taken. 


The Conservatives also hid the real costs of this bill and all the 
bills in the package from Canadians during the election. We know 
that the real costs will be billions of dollars both in terms of the 
provincial cost in prisons and the federal costs. 


I have heard so many times that the Conservatives are trying to 
bring in the bill on mandatory minimum sentencing for drug crimes 
as a bill that will be tough on organized crime and big traffickers. We 
heard the Minister of Justice say that again today, as he has so many 
times. 


The reality is that mandatory minimums do not deter organized 
crime. Instead, they almost exclusively affect small dealers, street 
level traffickers and non-violent offenders, while leaving the door 
wide open for organized erime to step in and fill the void created by 
the sweeps at the lower end. Even the Canadian Justice Department, 
in its report of 2002, concluded that mandatory minimum sentences 
were the least effective in relation to drug offences. 


The Minister of Justice has never been able to offer a shred of. 


evidence that mandatory minimums are a deterrence, that they work. 
He was grilled on this in committee the last time the bill went 


through the House. This is now the third time we have had the bill 


before us. The minister could not offer any evidence that mandatory 
minimums were effective or that they would deal with our complex 
drug issues. All the evidence is to the contrary. The evidence 
indicates that the bill would have many harmful effects, including 
increasing the prison population and changing Canada's drug 
Strategy from a four pillar approach that includes enforcement, 
prevention, treatment and harm reduction. 
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We know the Conservatives changed that strategy in 2007. Again, 
they are totally focused on the proposition that somehow a new bill, 
a new offence, a stiffer penalty, a mandatory minimum would deal 
with some of these complex issues. 


I have a letter that has three pages of organizations and individual 
experts who have all studied this legislation, particularly, as it applies 
to mandatory minimums. They all have come to the same 
conclusion. There is no evidence that the legislation is warranted 
and would actually assist our society overall. 


I would point out, again, more evidence. The auditor general, 
when she audited drug enforcement a few years ago when we had a 
special committee on the non-medical use of drugs, produced a very 
significant report that called for an increased emphasis on 
prevention, treatment and rehabilitation. What became clear was 
something like 73% of federal funds were being spent on 
enforcement, 14% on treatment, 7% on research, 2.6% on prevention 
and 2.6% on harm reduction. 
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Even the auditor general, from a very neutral, independent 
standpoint, came to the conclusion that the so-called drug strategy 
was not working, that it was not effective and that it could not be 
shown to be transparent or actually assisting in terms of drug issues 
in local communities. 


The drug bill, in particular, which the Conservatives tried to get 
through the Senate and through the House, is taking Canada in a 
completely wrong direction. It is a direction that is very expensive, it 
will have no effect on drug use itself and it will only increase the 
prison population, creating a new set of overpopulation that with it 
will come health and safety concerns and problems that then will 
manifest themselves within the prison system. Anybody who does 
not understand that, as I said at the beginning, is simply fooling 
themselves and is blind to the reality and the evidence that is now 
before us. 


The Conservative government changed the drug strategy in 2007. 
As result, we have now been down this path similar to the U.S. 
experience. The Americans have begun to understand that even the 
most right-wing conservatives, as quoted by my colleague, in the 
U.S. recognize the massive failure of the course of incarcerating 
people, of relying on an enforcement approach and mandatory 
minimums. Surely, Canada has lessons to learn from this. 


I want to say this loud and clear, and I am very glad that all my 
colleagues are speaking out on the bill. We feel the bill is offensive 
in the way it puts together nine significant bills that should be dealt 
with individually. In particular, there is no evidence that the drug bill 
will work. On the contrary, all the evidence indicates that it will be 
harmful and costly. It is the wrong direction for our country to take. 


@ (1305) 


Mr. Rod Bruinooge (Winnipeg South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this 
is my first opportunity to rise in this debate. I listened to the member 
for Vancouver East's presentation on this and some of her ideas. She 
spoke about drug crime and some of her concerns she had with the 
legislation. 


We also have drug crime in Winnipeg. We have abuse of certain 
narcotics such as heroin, for instance. 


Other than the fact that she does not think the legislation within 
this place is the right approach, would she recommend to the citizens 
of Winnipeg that we perhaps create an InSite facility in downtown 
Winnipeg and could she comment on that? 


Ms. Libby Davies: Mr. Speaker, I can only say that, to me, it is up 
to the people of Winnipeg to determine what they see as the 
solutions to the very difficult questions they are facing in their 
community. In Vancouver East, when we were dealing with very 
difficult drug overdoses, it was the local community, including the 
police, the board of trade, businesses, and health professionals, that 
determined that a safe facility for people to go to was actually part of 
the solution. 
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No one has ever suggested that such a solution be imposed 
anywhere else. It is up to the residents of his community to 
determine what those solutions are. Things that are grown locally 
and that come from the local experiences are the things that work 
best. 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want | 


to congratulate the hon. member for an excellent presentation and I 
wanted to ask her a particular question. 


There are nine different areas dealt with in this legislation, but 
nowhere does the legislation have anything to say about people with 
mental illnesses in prisons. We know that up to 20% of youth in 
prisons today have a mental illness, up to 29% of women in prisons 
today have a mental illness and 50% of Canadian offenders report 
substance abuse as a cause for their offence. Existing information 
tells us that most people who go to prison, especially those with 
mental illness, show extreme depression and hopelessness before 
they go into prison. 


Does the member have a comment on the fact that we are actually 
warehousing the mentally ill in prisons today? This trend is going to 
increase with this kind of legislation, yet there is nothing to be done 
to deal with this medical problem and to find an appropriate way of 
dealing with it in prisons. 


Ms. Libby Davies: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the 
member for Vancouver Centre for her observations, which I believe 
are entirely correct. 


I think there is an attitude from the government that if it makes 
people invisible by stuffing them into overcrowded facilities, 
somehow invisibility means that it has dealt with the problem. Of 
course, nothing could be further from the truth. Many alarming 
reports show us that the situation and conditions in terms of safety, 
health, and lack of rehabilitation in a prison system have a 
cumulative effect, so when these bills are passed and we just blindly 
increase the prison population without knowing the impacts, we are 
actually creating a worse problem than we had in the beginning. 


Mr. Phil McColeman (Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to ask the member a question based on a real experience this past 
_ weekend, when I participated in a walk of citizens in my riding 
against drunk driving. 


In one case I met with two families who had tragically lost their 
two sons just over a year ago when a drunk driver ran into them. It 
was a youth offender, and these people were advocating for stiffer 
penalties for such a crime, a crime that had caused the deaths of their 
16- and 17-year-old children. 


Second, I met with the mother of a son who had been brutally 
beaten to the point of now being severely mentally disabled. This 
lady came up to me and thanked me for this crime bill. Her son now 
has lifetime disabilities and will never work and never function, and 
she said it was time for the people who perpetrated this on him not to 
get off scot-free for doing that. 


What is the member's reaction to those kinds of victims in this 
country? 
@ (1310) 


Ms. Libby Davies: Mr. Speaker, I think we all have great 
sympathy for people who have gone through that experience, but one 


of the problems that comes from the Conservatives with this debate 
is the implication that somehow there are not any laws in existence, 
that somehow we are creating laws and that without this there is 
mayhem. 


The fact is that we already have a very tough Criminal Code. We 
have a judicial system that allows discretion for judges to take into 
account individual situations. One of the problems with these bills is 
that they remove that discretion, so in actual fact we are making the 
system less responsive and less effective. 


Mr. Stephen Woodworth (Kitchener Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am very pleased to be in the House today to talk about 
the important changes to the Youth Criminal Justice Act that are 
included in the Safe Streets and Communities Act. 


Since coming to power in 2006, our government has been 
working hard to ensure that Canadians can feel safe and secure in 
their communities. A key part of this ongoing work has focused on 
improvements to our youth criminal justice system. In particular, the 
government is taking action to strengthen the ways in which the 
system deals with serious, repeat and violent young offenders. My 
remarks today will focus on some of the key proposals that address 
those concerns. 


First, the proposed amendments ensure that protection of society 
remains a key goal of the youth criminal justice system. 


While the principles of the youth criminal justice system currently 
identify the long-term protection of the public as an objective of the 
act, the bill before us would make it clear that the youth criminal 
justice system is intended to protect the public by holding young 
offenders accountable, by promoting their rehabilitation and 
reintegration into society, and by preventing crime by addressing 
the circumstances underlying their offending behaviour. 


A youth justice system that fails to protect society fails Canadians. 
Canadians have the right to be protected from crime, including youth 
crime, and the Government of Canada is committed to achieving that 
goal. 


During our committee hearings on the former Bill C-4, some 
witnesses expressed the view that this change to the principles of the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act would move us toward a more punitive 
youth justice system and away from a system that emphasizes 
rehabilitation and reintegration. 


In fact, if members look at the full statement of principles in the 
amendment, it is clear that this is simply not the case. Indeed, the 
proposed amendment specifically states that rehabilitation, reinte- 
gration and crime prevention are key to the protection of society. 


Furthermore, the bill also proposes amending the principles of the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act by adding a fundamental principle of 
justice already articulated by the Supreme Court of Canada, namely 
that the youth criminal justice system must be based on the principle 
of diminished moral blameworthiness or diminished culpability. 
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Therefore, the proposed changes to the principles reflect a 
balanced approach that, together with the preservation of the 
existing principles, will guide those working within the youth 
criminal justice system to respond to youth in a more effective 
manner. 


The proposed amendments also make important changes to the 
principles of sentencing in the Youth Criminal Justice Act. The 
amendments add specific deterrence and denunciation as principles 
to guide a judge in sentencing young offenders. Right now, 
deterrence and denunciation are not even included as objectives in 
youth sentencing decisions, even though many Canadians believe 
that young offenders' sentences should be designed to deter further 
offending and to send a message to that particular young offender 
before the court that criminal behaviour is simply not acceptable. 


However, the proposed amendment would also make it very clear 
that a sentence must still be proportionate to the seriousness of the 
offence and to the degree of responsibility of the young person for 
that offence. That means, for example, that judges will not be able to 
give a young offender an extra-long sentence just to send a message 
to other youth that the unlawful behaviour was wrong. 


Once again, in my view these changes, taken together with the 
existing principles of sentencing in the Youth Criminal Justice Act, 
represent a balanced approach that will allow courts to respond to 
youth crime in an appropriate and effective way. 


The package of reforms also includes several significant changes 
to the definition sections of the Youth Criminal Justice Act. The 
amended act would define “serious offence” as any indictable 
offence that carries a maximum penalty in the Criminal Code or in 
another act of Parliament of five years or more. 


This definition includes both property offences, such as auto theft 
and theft over $5,000, and violent offences, such as common assault, 
sexual assault and robbery. 
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Right now there is no definition of “serious offence” in the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act. This new definition will have important 
implications for pretrial detention, and I will touch on them in a few 
moments. 


The amendments also expand the meaning of “violent offence” 
under the Youth Criminal Justice Act. 


The current scope of “violent offence” under the act was 
interpreted by the Supreme Court of Canada as including offences 
in which a young offender causes or attempts to cause or threatens to 
cause bodily harm, but not to include other offences that endanger 
someone's life or safety. An example is dangerous driving. 


The proposed definition includes offences in which a young 
person actually endangers the life or safety of another person by 
creating the substantial likelihood of causing bodily harm. This new 
definition would have application in a number of areas, including the 
imposition of custodial sentences and the lifting of publication bans. 


The proposed amendments to the Youth Criminal Justice Act 
modify the restrictions on the use of custody as a youth sentencing 
measure. Apart from exceptional cases, currently a court cannot 
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impose a custodial sentence on a young offender unless that young 
offender has committed a violent offence, failed to comply with 
previous non-custodial sentences, or committed an indictable offence 
for which an adult would be liable to imprisonment for a term of 
more than two years, and also has a history that demonstrates a 
pattern of findings of guilt. 


The proposed amendment pertains to the third circumstance, 
namely to cases in which a young offender has committed a non- 
violent indictable offence for which an adult is liable to more than 
two years in prison. The amendment would simply allow and give 
discretion to a judge to impose a custodial sentence in such a case if 
the youth's history demonstrated a pattern of findings of guilt or of 
extrajudicial sanctions or both. 


This means that custody could be an option for a young offender 
who has been found guilty of a non-violent offence and who has in 
the past engaged in criminal behaviour for which the youth has 
admitted responsibility, but which was dealt with through extra- 
judicial sanctions. This simply allows the court to take the youth's 
full history into account to help determine the appropriate sentence. 


The bill also creates a requirement that records be kept when 
extrajudicial measures are used by law enforcement, which will 
make it easier to find patterns of repeated reoffending that the police 
and others may take into account in deciding on appropriate 
interventions, such as whether to use another extrajudicial measure 
or proceed through the courts. 


Changes to the publication provisions in the Youth Criminal 
Justice Act are also contained in this package of reforms. Currently 
the identity of a young offender is protected, and identifying 
information can be published only in limited circumstances; for 
example, the publication ban is automatically lifted if a youth 
receives an adult sentence. The publication ban could also be lifted 
by the judge in cases in which a youth has received a youth sentence 
for an offence that falls within a very narrow category of the most 
serious violent offences. 


The new law requires judges simply to consider lifting publication 
bans whenever a youth sentence is imposed on a youth found guilty 
of a violent offence. The publication ban could be lifted, but only if 
the judge finds that the young person poses a significant risk of 
committing another violent offence and only if the lifting of the ban 
is necessary to protect the public. It will always be up to the 
prosecution to convince the judge that lifting the ban is necessary. 


As the title of the bill indicates, the amendments to the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act contained in the safe streets and communities 
act would make violent and repeat young offenders more 
accountable for their actions and better protect Canadians. This is 
what Canadians expect of their youth justice system, and it is an 
important priority for our government. 


1506 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 27, 2011 


Government Orders 


I ask all members of the House to join together with me and the 
government to focus on the concerns common to all Canadians. 


@ (1320) 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, what 
worries me most about my colleague's speech is that he fails to take 
note of or at least recognize or acknowledge that we have 30 years of 
empirical evidence to draw from as testimony to the predictable 
consequences and outcomes of the course of action that the 
government is taking. set 


I am making reference to the tough on crime initiative of the 
United States, which American legislators are now saying has been a 
catastrophic failure and not only a catastrophic failure but it is 
bankrupting the 50 states. They have been building prisons and 
stacking up prisoners like cordwood for the last 30 years, to the point 
where they had to privatize the prison system, bringing in 
Halliburton to provide jails and to feed the prisoners, and 
bankrupting states. The streets are no safer. 


Is my colleague aware of the recent trend in the United States that 
has stopped building more prisons, stopped mandatory minimum 
sentences, and is putting the money that is saved into crime 
prevention, especially in the context of drug rehabilitation and in 
dealing with the mentally ill rather than locking them up, giving 
them treatment? Prevention rather than punishment is the trend. 


Mr. Stephen Woodworth: Mr. Speaker, I thank my friend for his 
comments. I hope he was listening closely to my remarks. 


The member will see in them an acknowledgement by me that in 
fact rehabilitation, reintegration and prevention are important 
measures. I know, because I have spoken to our justice minister, 
that those are also important measures to our government. In fact, 
our justice minister often remarks to me that we are the only party 
that actually has a balanced program which does take those things 
into account. 


With regard to the American experience, I really hope that my 
friend has an opportunity to study our legislation because he will see 
it is entirely dissimilar to what the Americans have been doing for 
the last 30 years. Our legislation is targeted, focused only on the 
worst cases, the worst offences, and with nowhere near the kinds of 
consequences, in terms of three strikes and you are out, and lengthy 
imprisonments that the Americans have experienced. 


He will see that what we are doing is really: quite dissimilar from 
what the Americans have done. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jonathan Tremblay (Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 
Côte-Nord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the government claims to want to 
provide good public administration, but despite all the bad 
experiences in the world, it insists on maintaining a partisan vision 
of its public administration. The government does not seem to realize 
that sending more people to prison in a questionable manner, while 
cutting preventive and alternative methods, inevitably comes with 
significant prison costs. 


Can the hon. member for Kitchener Centre tell us whether he is in 
favour of increasing prison costs for the provinces? 


[English] 


Mr. Stephen Woodworth: Mr. Speaker, first of all, I want to take 
issue with a comment made by my friend, although I will say: 


[Translation] 


I want to thank him very much for his question. 
[English] 


What he said, as I heard it, was that this legislation proposes to put 
young offenders or people in custody on doubtful grounds. I can 
only hope, once again, that the member opposite who posed that 
question actually. takes a minute to look at the legislation. He will see 
that there is no such thing in this legislation. There is so no such 
thing as putting people in prison on doubtful grounds. In fact, in 
many cases all we are simply doing is giving judges the discretion to 
exercise that option. 


I am happy to say that in total, since 2006, our government has 
succeeded in passing 19 criminal justice reform bills. They have all 
been solid and, in my opinion, essential in tweaking and improving 
our criminal justice system. 
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Mr. Fin Donnelly (New Westminster—Coquitlam, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to speak to the omnibus crime bill, Bill C-10, 
Safe Streets and Communities Act. I support the sections of the bill 
that aim to protect children from dangerous sexual predators. 


’ In fact, I have introduced legislation myself, Bill C-213, that 
makes it an offence for an adult to communicate with a minor by any 
electronic means. This bill would close a loophole in the Criminal 
Code that allows sexual predators to communicate with children by 
any electronic devices such as cellular phones or even the social 
media. This legislation would give more tools to the courts to 
address the issues of child luring and abuse. 


These changes to the Criminal Code are long overdue. This 
legislation was first introduced in 2008 by my predecessor Dawn 
Black. I brought forward this legislation when I was first elected and 
I recently reintroduced it in this session. The government has not 
addressed this loophole in the Criminal Code for years now. The 
Conservatives want to use it as window dressing for building mega . 
prisons. 


The world has changed in three and a half years, with cellphone 
and Internet use exploding. During these years, the government has 
left children unprotected. The government should have taken swift 
action and moved on this bill but has instead included it in a highly 
controversial omnibus bill which has many problems associated with 
it. 


The people of New Westminster, Coquitlam and Port Moody want 
effective public safety policies from the government. Coquitlam has 
one of the lowest police-to-population ratios in British Columbia. 
The police are constantly being asked to do more with less and this 
crime omnibus bill will only exacerbate the problem. 


If the government were serious about protecting neighbourhoods, 
then it would ensure that communities like Coquitlam have adequate 
funding for the RCMP. The federal government has yet to deliver on 
its 2006 commitment to fund 2,500 new RCMP officers and to sit 
down with municipalities to review their community policing needs. 
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I believe we need to focus on crime prevention. My riding has 
experienced gang violence, a prevalent issue in the lower mainland. 
We need to increase funding for youth gang prevention programs as 
well as the number of police officers on the street. We need to 
prevent kids from getting involved with gangs to begin with. 


In my riding we have a very successful youth restorative justice 
program. One organization, Communities Embracing Restorative 
Action, has been working in my riding since 1999. It aims to provide 
a just and meaningful response to crime, rehabilitate people who 
commit crime and to engage the community. The organization also 
offers preventive programs, running an empowering youth program 
in local schools. The program is aimed at crime prevention to give 
young people tools and information before crime emerges, and to 
build strong and inclusive relationships at an early age. The program 
has grown to be successful and is an excellent alternative for 
working with our youth. 


We also need to increase support to those suffering from drug 
addiction and mental health problems. This legislation would 
increase the overrepresentation of offenders with mental health and 
addiction problems in our prison system. Our prison system is 
already strained for resources and resource programs. Currently, only 
one in five inmates has access to programs for anger management 
and substance abuse. How will the prison system cope with an influx 
of inmates needing this treatment? 


This is one of the key problems with this crime omnibus bill. It 
downloads an extra cost and burden to provincial and territorial 
governments. To date, there has been no analysis nor consultation 
related to the increased costs for enforcement and prosecution which 
will be downloaded onto the provinces and territories. 


Paula Mallea from the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives 
States: 


The cost of the [government's] crime agenda will be colossal, and a large part of it 
(some say most) will be borne by the provinces, who are responsible for 
implementing whatever the feds pass. So provinces and territories (many of them 
in elections as we speak) will be expected to pay for additional courts, clerks, prisons, 
Crown Attorneys, judges, sheriffs, court reporters and so on. 


© (1330) 


In British Columbia, our court system is already strained. Our 
prisons are already overcrowded. According to the B.C. government 
employees' union that represents prison guards in British Columbia, 
says jails in the province are at 150% to 200% in overcrowded 
conditions. Also, understaffing and overcrowding is responsible for 
an increase in attacks on prison guards. The province of British 
Columbia closed nine prisons in 2003 and made cutbacks to the 
corrections system. 


How are the provinces and territories to deal with an influx of 
prisoners who are sent to jail on mandatory minimums? 


Growing even six marijuana plants would trigger an automatic six 
month sentence with an extra three months if it is done in a rental 
unit, or is deemed a public safety hazard. According to Neil Boyd, a 
criminologist at the Simon Fraser University, this legislation could 
increase the proportion of marijuana criminals in B.C. jails from less 
than 5% to around 30%. 
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Has the government taken this into account? Is this the best use of 
our resources? Has this been fully costed? Unfortunately, I think the 
answer is no. 


One of the key concerns with this bill is the cost. When the 
Conservative government came to power in 2006, the federal 
corrections system cost nearly $1.6 billion a year. By 2013-14, 
according to the department's own projections, the cost of our federal 
penitentiary system will have increased to $3.147 billion. In 2010- 
11, more than $517 million will be spent on prison construction. 
According to the Parliamentary Budget Officer, the total annual cost 
per prison cell is about $260,000, while a new high security cell 
amounts to about $600,000. 


Aside from the cost associated with actually building prisons, the 
cost to incarcerate inmates is high. The average cost for a female 
inmate is about $343,000 per year. For a male inmate in maximum 
security the cost is $223,000 while medium security is $141,000 
year. Even while out on parole the average cost per inmate is 
$39,084 per year. 


The crime rate continues to decline. The crime severity index, 
which measures the seriousness of crime, also dropped to its lowest 
point since the measure became available in 1998. So why is the 
government putting forward such costly legislation when crime rates 
continue to drop? Why is the government pursuing tough on crime 
policies that have failed so miserably in other jurisdictions such as 
the United States? 


The United States has the highest incarceration rate in the world. 
Much of this is the result of mandatory minimums and the so-called 
war on drugs. It has not made the United States a safer place. In fact, 
most evidence indicates that it has not deterred crime and could even 
lead to less safe conditions in prisons and in communities. 


Just as the costs are expected to be a large burden on our 
provinces and territories, the costs have proven to be crippling for 
the states. For example, Texas has recently moved away from using 
mandatory minimums because the costs to the state were too high. 


The bill is not based on evidence. The government has failed to 
produce information that its legislation to impose mandatory 
minimums and lengthen sentences would have any deterrence on 
crime. The Minister of Justice the other day is quoted as saying, 
“We're not governing on the basis of the latest statistics”. 


It has been shown time and again that the government fails to 
understand the importance of statistics, facts and science. To put 
forward such costly legislation without having statistics to back it up 
is inappropriate. To put forward legislation based on failed U.S. 
policies is shortsighted. We need to be moving forward not 
backward. 
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Mandatory minimums remove judicial discretion and this is 
highly problematic. In some cases, it could lead to judges giving 
lesser sentences then they otherwise would because they need to rely 
solely on legislation for sentencing. 


According to the Canadian Bar Association, there are concerns - 


with several aspects of the government's proposed omnibus crime 
bill, including mandatory minimum sentences, an overreliance on 
incarceration, constraints on judicial discretion to ensure a fair result 
in each case, and the bill's impact on specific already disadvantaged 
groups. 


While the bill has some parts that I am in favour of, it is only on a 
case-by-case basis. 


@ (1335) 


My concern is that the government has mixed good legislation in 
with bad and plans to ram it through all at once. It is ineffective and 
expensive. I cannot support the bill as it stands. 


Mr. Dave MacKenzie (Oxford, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I listened to 
my colleague across the floor and I hope he has the opportunity to 
listen again to what he said because a great deal of it did not make 
sense. 


On the one hand, he used statistics from the Parliamentary Budget 
Officer on the cost of prisons but he certainly did not talk about the 
real numbers that Corrections Canada provided, which are totally 
different. 


He is talking about crime rates going down and more people going 
to prison. I can tell members that if people do not commit a crime, 
they do not go to prison. I do not know where all that comes from. 


The member talked about, megaprisons. I would like to know 
where that term came from and how he associates it to this, other 
than in something in the opposition side where the soft on crime 
approach is that we should not build prisons. 


Mr. Fin Donnelly: Mr. Speaker, I think that building more prisons 
is something the government is focused on. We can easily make a 
connection with the United States policy where the Americans are 
building megaprisons. This is a trend toward that direction. 


We should be focused more on prevention, putting our resources 
and focusing on prevention programs for individuals, especially 
young people, disadvantaged people and those who suffer from 
mental health problems and substance addictions. We should be 
addressing those issues and helping people who need that help in 
order to stay out of prison in the first place. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate the comments that the member has put on the record. I 
especially liked the comments put on the récord by the member for 
Mount Royal in terms of why it is that Bill C-10 is so fundamentally 
flawed, why it is that we need the government to take more of an 
aggressive approach in dealing with some of the causes of these 
crimes and why we are not doing enough to prevent crimes from 
occurring in the first place. 


I am sure the member for Vancouver Centre would be aware that 
the Government of Manitoba has taken the position that the bill does 
not gone far enough. It surprised me, I must say, when it took that 
position. 
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Does the member believe that the additional responsibilities that 
would be given and the financial obligations from the provinces as a 
result of this legislation are totally unfair? Is he aware of any sort of 
consultation that has been taking place between the provinces and 
Ottawa with regard to these costs? 


Mr. Fin Donnelly: Mr. Speaker, I believe that one of the biggest 
issues in this omnibus crime bill is the costs. There will be 
tremendous costs downloaded to our provincial and territorial 
governments. We are already hearing concerns from the provinces 
and territories about the bill and with the extent of the bill. 


While there are some elements that are good aspects of this bill, 
the overwhelming majority is not something I can support. This is 
the wrong direction into which we need to be putting our scant 
resources. 


© (1340) 


Ms. Myléne Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, as my colleague well knows, aboriginals, 
women and children are overrepresented in our jails. In fact, I have 
some numbers here. Aboriginal women are overrepresented in 
maximum security prisons specifically. They make up 46% of 
federally sentenced women. I wonder if my colleague could speak to 
the fact that they lack services and rarely get proper legal 
representation. The government is giving few resources to combat 
all these things and, in fact, Correctional Services' own statistics say 
that there has been no significant progress in this in the past 20 years. 


I wonder if my colleague could speak to how this bill would not 
actually targeting the problem. 


Mr. Fin Donnelly: Mr. Speaker, that is an excellent question from 
my colleague. What is not addressed in this bill is a focus on 
prevention, a focus resources to those who need it most. That is 
where there are huge shortcomings in the bill and that is why I 
cannot support it. 


Mrs. Stella Ambler (Mississauga South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate this opportunity to speak in support of Bill C-10, 
legislation that would further strengthens our government's already 
impressive track record of keeping our streets and communities safe. 


The people of Mississauga South tell me every day, in letters, 
phone calls, as well as visits to my office, that they want this 
government to crack down on crime. 


I am pleased to speak today in support of Bill C-10, the Safe 
Streets and Communities Act. 


The legislation before us today builds on this work which 
Canadians have given us a strong mandate to continue, the work of 
that impressive track record. 


One very important component of our government's efforts to 
build safer streets and communities involves ongoing reforms to help 
ensure the system of corrections in this country actually works to 
correct offenders. I would therefore like to focus my remarks on this 
very important area. 


I will begin with the victims of crime because, when it comes to 
our corrections system, they deserve to have their interests and 
concerns heard and know that their government is listening. 
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The current act clearly recognizes that victims of crime have an 
interest in the correctional process and yet victims and their 
advocates have expressed dissatisfaction with the current law. They 
have consistently called for improvements that would ensure a 
stronger voice in the process. This government has heard their 
concerns. We have listened and now we are acting on those 
concerns. 


As it stands now, victims sometimes travel long distances to attend 
parole hearings, but if offenders withdraw their participation, the 
hearing could be cancelled at the last minute. This creates both a 
financial and emotional burden for victims. 


The bill would remove the ability of offenders to cancel their 
parole hearings less than two weeks in advance, and victims would 
have the right to ask why the offender has waived that parole 
hearing. These measures would go a long way to preserving peace of 
mind for victims. 


Bill C-10 would also enshrine in law a victim's right to attend and 
make statements at parole hearings. In addition, it would enable 
victims to request relevant information about an offender's time in 
custody, including reasons for transfer between institutions, or why 
they have been granted temporary absence and participation in their 
correctional plan. 


Additionally, the Corrections and Conditional Release Act would 
be amended to expand the information that may be disclosed to 
victims by CSC and the Parole Board of Canada. This includes 
providing information on the reason or reasons for offender transfers 
with, whenever possible, advance notice of transfers to minimum 
security institutions; disclosing information on offender program 
participation and any convictions for serious disciplinary offences; 
and providing guardians and caregivers of dependants of victims 
who are deceased, ill or otherwise incapacitated with the same 
information that victims themselves can receive. Such changes 
would help to ensure that the interests of victims are front and centre. 


The second major area of reform relates to the responsibility and 
accountability of offenders. Additionally, the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act would be amended to allow for the 
establishment of incentive measures designed to promote offender 
participation in their correctional plan. 


A successful transition to the community does not happen by 
accident or through wishful thinking. It demands that offenders play 
an active role in their rehabilitation. That is why the bill before the 
House stresses that rehabilitation is a shared UT between 
offenders and Correctional Service Canada. 


Offenders would be expected to respect others, obey the rules and 
actively participate in fulfilling the goals of their correctional plans. 
To that end, each correctional plan would set out expectations for 
behaviour, participation in any programs and fulfilment of any court 
ordered financial obligations. 


The third area of reform relates to the management of offenders 
and their re-integration into the community. In short, we need to do 
better so that we better protect law-abiding Canadians in all 
conditional release decisions. To that end, this legislation proposes to 
give police the power to arrest without warrant any offender who 
appears to be in breach of his or her release conditions. 
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Finally, the bill would automatically suspend the parole or 
statutory release of offenders who receive a new custodial sentence. 


In the final area of reform, Bill C-10 would modernize the system 
of discipline in federal penitentiaries. Specifically, it would create in 
law new penalties for breaking rules, such as disrespectful, 
intimidating or assaultive behaviour, including throwing bodily 
substances. It would also restrict visits for inmates who have been 
segregated for serious disciplinary offences. 


As we have heard, Bill C-10 proposes several fundamental 
reforms to the corrections and conditional release system to help 
ensure that our correctional system is actually correcting offenders. 


The amendments that our Conservative government is proposing 
would enhance offender responsibility and accountability and 
strengthen the management of offenders during their incarceration 
and conditional release. These amendments would also modernize 
the system of disciplinary sanctions in federal correctional facilities 
and give victims the opportunity to request more information about 
the offender who has harmed them. All in all, the amendments would 
reinforce and build on the work already under way to strengthen the 
corrections and conditional release system. 


Today we know that many of the offenders arriving in Canada's 
correctional system also arrive with histories of violent offences. 
More offenders than ever have gang or organized crime affiliations, 
and nearly four out of five now arrive at a federal institution with a 
serious abuse problem. In addition, an increasing number of 
offenders have serious mental health issues. Such changes in the 
offender population require a new approach to corrections and 
conditional release. That is why the government is moving forward 
with the proposals in Bill C-10. 


The reforms being proposed would better serve victims by 
increasing the information that may be shared with them and 
guaranteeing their right to be heard at parole hearings. The proposed 
reforms would also help ensure that offenders are more accountable 
for their actions and so that their rehabilitation will be more 
effective. 


These measures would also modernize the disciplinary system for 
inmates. 


Further controls for offenders under community supervision are 
also being introduced. 


I urge all members of the House to give their unconditional 
support for the bill for the sake of offenders who must take more 
responsibility for a successful transition into the community. I urge 
all hon. members to support Bill C-10 for the sake of crime victims 
who deserve a greater voice in the correctional system. I urge them 
to support the legislation before us today for the sake of corrections 
officers who have a right to a safe work environment. 
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I urge all hon. members to support this legislation for the sake of 
all Canadians. The protection of society is our top priority. 
Canadians deserve to feel safe in their homes and in their 
communities. Victims deserve to be treated with respect, as do the 
guards in our institutions. Offenders must be prepared to take more 


responsibility for their conduct and pay the price if they break the © 


rules. ; 


ae, ele, 


POINTS OF ORDER 
PRESS RELEASE 


Mr. Dean Del Mastro (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime 
Minister and to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of order. Yesterday, I put out a 
non-partisan press release encouraging every eligible voter to vote, 
while emphasizing that their vote matters in the provincial election in 
Ontario. There was certainly no intent on my part to have an impact 
on the outcome of the provincial election or, for that matter, to be 
anything other than an appropriate use of parliamentary resources. I 
realize it could be interpreted otherwise. 


As parliamentarians, it is our responsibility to ensure that we 
follow the letter and the spirit of the rules, and that is something I 
take very seriously in my job. To that end, I apologize for that to 
you, Mr. Speaker. 


® (1350) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The House notes the 
parliamentary secretary's intervention. 


x ** 


SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 


- The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-10, 
An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to 
amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled 
Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release 
Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act and other Acts, be read the second time and referred 
to a committee, and of the amendment. 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I wonder if the hon. member would like to 
respond to a quote from the Canadian Bar Association with respect 
to the legislation: 


The Bill’s approach is contrary to what is known to lead to a safer society. 


The CBA believes that the Bill will make already serious criminal justice system 
problems much worse, with huge resource implications. 


Perhaps the hon. member could comment on why that is so wrong. 


Mrs. Stella Ambler: Mr. Speaker, the government fundamentally 
disagrees that being tough on crime will not work to deter criminals. 
This is a very basic step in the process. I wonder whether the 
member opposite truly believes that allowing offenders to take more 
responsibility for their incarceration and for their conditional release 
is a good idea. 


These laws are meant to improve on what currently exists, but 
more importantly, we are talking about protecting victims of crime. 
That is what Bill C-10 really wants to do. We are protecting victims 
of crime by putting in place tougher sentences. 
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I am wondering which part of this he does not agree with. Does he 
not want to protect the guards in the prisons? Does he not want to 
make their working conditions safer? These are the kinds of things 
that amending the Corrections and Conditional Release Act will do. I 
urge him to support these changes. 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, perhaps 
my colleague from Mississauga South would agree that if longer 
prison sentences in and of themselves meant safer streets, the United 
States would have the safest streets in the world. The Americans lock 
up people at a higher rate than any other country. Even they have 
seen the folly in their ways. Would she not concede that the United 
States has now confessed that it was wrong and changed its practices 
and is dedicating more of the money it is saving by not building 
more prisons to prevention and substance abuse programs and 
treatment and rehabilitation? The U.S. is now enjoying a reduction. 


Why are we borrowing billions and billions of dollars to build 
more prisons when we know full well it will not make our streets any 
safer? Is this not just a cheap pandering to the Conservatives’ voting 
base? 


Mrs. Stella Ambler: Mr. Speaker, in fact, these measures address 
specific deterrents. When a criminal is in jail, the victim can no 
longer be victimized. That is whom we care about. We care about the 
victims. That is whom Canadians care about. That is why we are 
preventing sexual exploitation of foreign nationals. That is why we 
are eliminating pardons for serious criminal acts. That is why we are 
ensuring that young offenders are given the opportunity to properly 
be rehabilitated. If they have done the crime they should also serve 
the time as adults if necessary. We are giving the courts the options 
to deal with the crime without having to worry about how many 
spots there are in jail. 


We are doing the right thing because— 
@ (1355) 
[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. 
Questions and comments. We have time for one quick question 
and a brief response. The hon. member for Winnipeg South. 


[English] 


Mr. Rod Bruinooge (Winnipeg South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
have run in various elections going back to 2004. When I was on the 
campaign trail, with all the parties that are represented here in the 
House, I remember their referring to our crime measures in general 
as being needed. Whenever I was at a debate with candidates, they 
would talk about how we needed to get tough on criminals. Yet when 
they return to this place they revert to their leftist philosophy on 
crime, which unfortunately does not work. Canadians have spoken 
on it, and I am sure the member heard the same thing on the 
campaign trail. 
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Mrs. Stella Ambler: Mr. Speaker, I do hear the same thing from 
my constituents in Mississauga South. They are concerned about 
crime. They are concerned about their children. They want safe 
streets and safe communities. That is what we are doing here. We are 
making sure that offenders serve the time and that when they are 
released, they are given the proper opportunities for rehabilitation. 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to join the debate on Bill C-10. 


As hon. members know, Bill C-10 contains provisions from 
various bills that were introduced in the previous Parliament, but 
unfortunately were blocked by the opposition. 


The focus of my remarks today will be on the amendments to the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act. 


The proposed changes to the Youth Criminal Justice Act reflect 
what we as parliamentarians have been hearing from our 
constituents. They are concerned about the threat posed by violent 
young offenders as well as by youth who may commit non-violent 
offences but who appear to be spiralling out of control towards more 
and more dangerous and harmful behaviour. In talking to fellow 
Canadians, we have found that they can lose faith in the youth 
criminal justice system when sentences given to violent and repeat 
young offenders do not make these youth accountable for their 
actions. 


The package of Youth Criminal Justice Act amendments also 
responds to issues raised during cross-country consultations, to key 
decisions of the courts, to concerns raised by the provinces and 
territories, and to the positions put forward by the many witnesses 
who appeared before the justice committee during its study of former 
Bill C-4. 


The reforms reflect the widely held view that while the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act is working fairly well in dealing with the 
majority of youth who commit crimes, there are concerns about the 
small number of youth who commit serious repeat or violent 
offences. 


The proposed amendments to the Youth Criminal Justice Act are 
found in part 4, clauses 167 through 204, of the comprehensive Safe 
Streets and Communities Act. With a few exceptions, the proposed 
changes are the same as the changes that were proposed in former 
Bill C-4, also known as Sébastien's law. 


Bill C-4 was introduced in the House of Commons on March 16, 
2010 and was before the House of Commons justice and human 
rights committee, of which I am a member, when Parliament was 
dissolved prior to the May 2011 election. 


As I have indicated, most of the Youth Criminal Justice Act 
provisions in the bill now before us were included in former Bill 
C-4. However, after Bill C-4 was introduced in Parliament, a number 
of provincial attorneys general expressed concerns about the 
proposed amendments to the Youth Criminal Justice Act provisions 
dealing specifically with pretrial detention, deferred custody and 
supervision orders, and adult sentencing. 


These concerns were raised directly with the Minister of Justice 
and were brought before the justice committee. The government has 
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listened carefully to these and other concerns, and has responded by 
making the appropriate changes to the previous legislation. 


As my colleague, the hon. member for Kitchener Centre, has 
already given the House a thoughtful and thorough description of the 
provisions that were found in former Bill C-4, I will specifically 
discuss the minor changes that are included in this version of the bill. 


With respect to pretrial detention, the government recognizes that 
the current Youth Criminal Justice Act provisions are complex, 
leading to a varied application of the provisions by the courts. 


Bill C-4 proposes a much more straightforward approach to 
pretrial detention that would have allowed courts to detain a youth 
awaiting trial if the youth was charged with a serious offence and the 
court found a substantial likelihood that, if released, the youth would 
either not appear in court when required to do so or would commit a 
serious offence while awaiting trial. 


The provinces' primary concern with the approach of Bill C-4 was 
that pretrial detention would be available for youth charged with an 
offence that was not deemed to be a serious offence. They felt that 
this could prevent detention of a youth who, although currently 
charged with a non-serious offence, had a prior history of charges or 
offending and appeared to be spiralling out of control and thus was 
posing a risk to public safety. 


I will be happy to— 
®@ (1400) ) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, The member 
will have six minutes remaining for his speech when the House next 
considers this bill. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[Translation] 


GEORGETTE TOUTANT AND EDOUARD BEAUDOIN 


Mr. Louis Plamondon (Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour, 
BQ): Mr. Speaker, this is a very special year for Georgette Toutant 
and Edouard Beaudoin. They are both celebrating their 100th 
birthdays and their 78th wedding anniversary as well. 


This couple have lived an extraordinary life. They owned a dairy 
farm for 48 years, raised meat animals for 15 years and thus spent 
63 years working in agriculture. They remained on their farm until 
they were 92 years old. They have 7 children, 14 grandchildren and 
19 great-grandchildren. 


A grand thanksgiving mass was held at the church in their home 
parish of Gentilly on July 24 to give thanks and celebrate this special 
birthday. 


The 100-year-old husband and wife will celebrate their 78th 
wedding anniversary on October 25. The community of Gentilly is 
proud of this couple who are a unique part of the history of the 
community, Quebec and Canada. 
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Congratulations. May you enjoy many more years of happiness. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. The 
hon. member for Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette. 


Ct ti cs 
[English] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Mr. Robert Sopuck (Dauphin—Swan River —Marquette, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to congratulate five high school students 
from Swan Valley Regional Secondary School in my constituency 
for their first place achievement in the 2011 Canon Envirothon 
competition. 


Team members were: Nyla Burnside, Matt Forbes, Teagan 
Markin, Breanna Anderson and Eddie Shao. Their advisers were: 
Rick Wowchuk, Shawn Stankewich and Alex Verbo. 


They defeated 53 teams from across North America. They are the 
very first Canadian team to win this prestigious award for their 
exceptional knowledge of the environment. 


Swan River is an agricultural, forestry and tourism dependent 
community. The residents of Swan River Valley, as exemplified by 
the extraordinary achievements of their Envirothon team, have an 
innate and practical understanding of sustainable development and 
the wise use of natural resources. This understanding is common 
throughout rural Canada. 


By winning the Envirothon award, these students have demon- 
strated the relationship they have with their environment. These 
young people will surely be the conservation leaders of tomorrow. 


+ x *% 
[Translation] 


COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES IN THE RIDING OF 
ROSEMONT—LA PETITE-PATRIE 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, Quebec's Multi-Ethnic Association for the Integration 
of Persons with Disabilities, whose head office is in Rosemont—La 
Petite-Patrie, is celebrating its 30th anniversary this year. This is a 
good opportunity to commend the association's excellent work and 
the determination of its founder and director, Luciana Soave, herself 
an immigrant and mother of a child with a disability. Her 
organization helps all immigrants and people with disabilities by 
offering them services daily and fighting for their rights. 


Furthermore, public, community-supported markets are being 
developed in Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, which is already well 
known for the Jean-Talon market. One such example is Festi 
Marché, which makes fresh fruits and vegetables affordable for 
people on low incomes. Organized by NA Rive, a literacy centre, 
this market was held last weekend in a school yard. A massive picnic 
was also held on Shamrock Street, organized by community 
organizations such as SODER and by the merchants of Little Italy. 
For the third consecutive year, a non-profit organization coordinated 
a market for small-scale producers at Technopôle Angus, in the 
eastern part of the riding. These are just a few of the local initiatives 
meant to ensure healthy eating habits and food security for our 
constituents. 
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[English] 
JUSTICE 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Canadians 
gave our Conservative government a strong mandate to keep our 
streets and communities safe. That means locking up dangerous and 
repeat offenders, not releasing them early just to save a buck. 


Our government is continuing with the planned expansion of our 
prisons within existing budgets. We will be creating 2,700 new 
spaces over the next several years. 


Canadians have had enough of a justice system that releases 
convicted dangerous criminals before they are. ready. 


Our Conservative government has already taken strong action, 
including ending early parole for drug dealers and fraudsters and 
ending the so-called faint hope clause that allows murderers out 
early. There is still more to do. That is why we will move forward 
quickly with legislation that was shamefully opposed by the NDP 
and the Liberals in the last Parliament. 


On this side of the House we take our responsibility to build 
stronger, safer communities across Canada very seriously. I call on 
the NDP and the Liberals to do the same. 


Ke Fe orks 
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CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the past 10 
months have been a time of historic change for millions living in 
places like Yemen, Egypt and Libya. 


Starting in Tunisia and sweeping across the Arab world, the winds 
of change have toppled governments and altered social structures in 
ways that most of us could never have foreseen. But inasmuch as 
some things have changed, much has not. In places like Syria, 
human rights are regularly violated by the state, particularly for those 
practising Christianity. 


Canada is known for its religious tolerance and human rights 
protections, and because of this, many persecuted souls have already 
completed their paperwork to make a new life for themselves here in 
Canada. In many cases, security and health checks have already 
occurred and all that remains is approval from the minister and the 
department. 


The Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism 
has it within his power to address this problem and to prevent further 
abuses from befalling these desperate people. So I ask, why has he 
not done so? 
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JERUSALEM 


Mr. James Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
this past summer I visited the death camps at Majdanek and 
Auschwitz. I saw young people weeping before mounds of human 
ashes, shoes of victims, mass graves and monstrous crematoria. 


Sadly, the threat to the Jewish people is still with us today. It is 
clear in the determination of those sworn to destroy the collective 
Jew, the Jewish state. 


The world needs a strong Israel. Israel needs secure borders and 
neighbours who recognize the state and choose peace. 


There are those who advocate dividing Jerusalem, separating the 
“Old City”, historic Jerusalem, from the Jewish state, leaving a state 
without a soul. 


The recent Basel Declaration highlights the San Remo commit- 
ment of 1920, the Mandate for Palestine approved by the League of 
Nations in 1922, solemn commitments that gave the legal foundation 
for the modern state of Israel, including Jerusalem. 


In the pursuit of justice and peace in the Middle East, I urge all 
nations to handle Jerusalem carefully. The stakes are high; the cost of 
failure will impact every nation. 


XX *% 
[Translation] 


MYSTERY NOVEL AWARDS 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
— Rivière-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, for 10 years a yearly gala 
for the Prix du roman policier has been held in the municipality of 
Saint-Pacôme, in Kamouraska. Well-known mystery novelists have 
passed through Saint-Pacôme, including Patrick Sénécal and 
Chrystine Brouillet. The 2011 awards were presented on Saturday, 
September 24. 


I would like to quote this year's recipient, Martin Michaud, who 
won for his novel La chorale du diable. He said, “The Prix Saint- 
Pacôme du roman policier plays a huge role in promoting...Quebec 
culture...a vital part of the Canadian identity.” 


I would like to pay tribute to the volunteers and bibliophiles who 
have succeeded in making this a worthy national event while still 
maintaining its local roots. I would also like to pay tribute to the 
elected municipal officials who promote this gala. 


In conclusion, I congratulate the winners in the category for junior 
short story: Flavie Gauthier-Chamard from l'Islet, Catherine Girard 
from Saint-Prime, and Eve Gaumond from Cacouna. 

The people of Saint-Pacôme can be very proud of this event. 


BOER Be, 
[English] 


CANADIAN VALUES 


Mr. Chungsen Leung (Willowdale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is an 
honour and privilege for me to stand in this place today to thank the 
people of Willowdale for the trust they have placed in me to 
represent them in the House. 
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I would also like to thank my wife, Deborah, and my daughter, 
Elysia, for their support and understanding. 


I am honoured to represent a riding such as Willowdale, which is 
rich in culture and diversity. I believe the diversity provides us our 
strength as Canadians. 


When I became a Canadian citizen, over 35 years ago, I was 
moved by the words of the Right Hon. John Diefenbaker in his 
definition of a “Canadian”. He said: 

I am a Canadian, free to speak without fear, free to worship in my own way, free 
to stand for what I think right, free to oppose what I believe wrong, or free to choose 


those who shall govern my country. This heritage of freedom I pledge to uphold for 
myself and all mankind. 


These words from our former prime minister describe the 
Canadian values that we all hold and that we all, in this place, 
must defend. 


R*K* 


CANCER 


Mr. Mike Lake (Edmonton—Mill Woods—Beaumont, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, today, my thoughts are with two friends back in 
Edmonton, who are inspiring literally thousands of people as they 
each battle aggressive forms of cancer. 


Calvin Kuhn and Kristen Fersovitch are 44 and 28, respectively, 
both married, with young children. In Kristen's case, her three kids 
are all under four years of age. 


In the face of unexpected and considerable adversity, both Calvin 
and Kristen are models of faith and courage. Invariably, those who 
visit them with a mind to cheer them up come away, themselves, 
immeasurably more encouraged. It is impossible to spend time with 
either of them and not leave with a renewed awareness of the 
purpose and the people, in your own life. 


Calvin and Kristen are daily living out the words of the apostle 
Paul, who counselled the Thessalonians to: 


Be joyful always; pray continually; give thanks in all circumstances, for this is 
God’s will for you in Christ Jesus. 


May they know that we are inspired by their joy, united with them 
in prayer and ever thankful for the remarkable model of faith in the 
most heart-wrenching of circumstances. 


ID 
© (1410) 


THE ECONOMY 


Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
when the Conservatives cancelled the long-form census, we knew 
that they were abandoning evidence-based decision making in 
favour of implementing their narrowly partisan agenda. 


The proof was in the pudding last week, when they introduced the 
omnibus crime bill. 


Despite a well-documented 20 year decline in the crime rate and 
an acknowledgement by even U.S. Republicans that increased 
incarceration has done nothing to reduce recidivism, the Conserva- 
tives are ploughing ahead with mandatory minimum sentences and 
megajails. All evidence be damned. 
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Regrettably, the government is adopting the same ostrich-like 
approach to dealing with the current economic turmoil. The Prime 
Minister cannot just stick his head in the sand and ignore the fact that 
1.4 million Canadians are out of work, that the unemployment rate 
for students was a staggering 17% this summer, that Moody's is 
reporting record levels of household debt and that every senior 
economist is warning of another deep recession. 


Canadians need, and deserve, their government's support. Glibly 
suggesting that we are in a relatively stronger position than countries 
like Greece is an insult to the hard-working Canadians and seniors 
who are worried about making ends meet. 


The time is now for the government to finally acknowledge the 
legitimate concerns of Canadians, act on the evidence and present a 
credible plan to safeguard Canadian jobs and our economy. 


Ree KS 


CHINESE CANADIANS 


Ms. Wai Young (Vancouver South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today regarding an issue of great importance to the Chinese 
community in Vancouver south and across Canada. 


Earlier this year the CBC reported that many leaders in Canada's 
cultural communities had called upon the Liberal Party to fire its 
current outreach leader after he made objectionable and discrimina- 
tory statements. 


_ Chinese media has recently reported that, after the story appeared 
on the CBC, the Liberal multiculturalism critic called the leader in 
the Chinese community in Toronto and said, “I'm glad you've 
learned to write English.” 


It is deeply offensive to imply that Canadian citizens of Chinese 
origin cannot speak or write English. The Liberal Party should be 
ashamed of itself. When will it learn to respect Chinese Canadians 
and the important contributions we have made to this great country 
and not insult hundreds of thousands of us by mocking our English? 


* RK * 
[Translation] 


RIDING OF COMPTON—STANSTEAD 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
since this is my first speech here in the House, I would like to 
sincerely thank the people of Compton—Stanstead for their courage 
in voting for change. 


Having been elected, I vowed to work for everyone in my riding, 
regardless of their allegiance and their beliefs. Over the next four 
years, I will try to help this government, which was elected by only 
39% of Canadians, to see its social and economic policies more 
clearly in order to guarantee a more prosperous and fair future for all 
Canadians. 


I would also like to congratulate the organizers of the Virée 
gourmande, or gourmet tour, that was held on September 24 and 25 
as part of the Comptonales festival. The goal of this agro-food event 
was to highlight the quality and contributions of the region's farmers, 
whose products are the pride of the region. Whether at the Ferland 
orchard, BioBon, the Tremblay winery, Domaine Ives Hill or the 
Fromagerie La Station, just to name a few, the determination— 


[English] 
The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Calgary East. 


XX * 


ZAMBIA 


Mr. Deepak Obhrai (Calgary East, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there is 
some good news coming from Africa. Canada congratulates 
President Michael Sata on his election as Zambia's new leader. We 
also applaud all candidates and the Zambian people on their role in 
bringing about a peaceful political transition through the ballot box. 


We would also like to congratulate the out-going president, 
President Banda, who has accepted the will of the Zambian people 
and has peacefully transitioned power to the newly elected president. 
This is another example of Africa's drive towards building stronger . 
democratic institutions and principles on the continent. 


Zambia remains a key partner for Canada. Canada contributed to 
the Zambian electoral process through the United Nations and the 
Commonwealth. Two Canadian officials took part in the European 
Union's election observation mission. | 


Our best wishes to the Zambian people. 
XX % 
@ (1415) 


WORLD TOURISM DAY 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
today is World Tourism Day. 


[Translation] 


Today we have an opportunity to celebrate the beauty that makes 
our country an attractive destination. 


[English] 


Canadians could spend a lifetime travelling and experiencing 
different sceneries, cultures and traditions, without ever stepping foot 
outside Canada. Generations of Canadians have sewn our flag on 
their backpacks and cultivated respect abroad. 


[Translation] 


However, the way we are perceived in the world is changing and 
we must call on our government to do everything it can to restore our 
precious reputation. 


Canada must raise its profile again in the eyes of the international 
public by accepting South Korea's invitation to Expo 2012. 


[English] 


We must reinstate the GST rebate for travellers, lower uncompe- 
titive airport rents, taxes and fees and reconsider the new visa 
requirements that have deterred international visitors to support our 
important tourism businesses. 


September 27, 2011 


[Translation] 


I encourage all Canadians to continue to enjoy the beauty of our 
country. 


kK * 


WAR MEMORIALS 


Mr. Jacques Gourde (Lotbinière—Chutes-de-la-Chaudière, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, our cenotaphs and monuments are powerful 
reminders of the sacrifices made by generations of Canadians. They 
are symbolic places where people can gather in memory of our 
fellow Canadians, our loved ones and family members, who served 
our country in the name of peace and the freedom we all enjoy today. 


Unfortunately, this morning, we learned that a war memorial in 
Girouard Park in Montreal had been vandalized. We have an 
obligation to preserve and respect memorials in tribute to the service 
and sacrifices of our men and women in uniform. 


I commend Sergeant Jones who notified the police about this 
vandalism and I hope the guilty parties will be held accountable for 
the seriousness of their mischief. 


XX *% 


WANGARI MAATHAI 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it was 
with great sadness that I learned of the death yesterday of Wangari 
Maathai, the 2004 Nobel Peace Prize laureate. 


An advocate for environmental protection, democracy and 
women's rights in Africa, this great lady from Kenya was able to 
turn words into action all her life. 


Ms. Maathai established the Green Belt Movement, which planted 
30 million trees in order to combat soil erosion. 


She was also the co-chair of the Congo Basin Forest Fund, 
established to protect the second largest rainforest in the world, 
which plays an important role in the fight against climate change. 


Ms. Maathai believed that the future of the human race is 
inextricably tied to respect for and the preservation of our 
environment, and that it is possible to protect forests and pursue 
sustainable economic development at the same time. 


I invite the House to salute and pay tribute to the memory of an 
exemplary pioneer who was known as “the woman who planted 
irces””. 


[English] 
JUSTICE 


Mrs. Kelly Block (Saskatoon —Rosetown—Biggar, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, earlier today the interim leader of the third party called the 
safe streets and communities act “dumb on crime”. Dumb on crime? 
This is from the same party whose former public safety critic said 
that its primary public safety concern was inmate morale. Sadly, out 
of touch statements like this are not surprising from the Liberals. 


The safe streets and communities act is reasonable, tough and it is 
what Canadians gave us a mandate to do. For example, it stops those 
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who have committed sexual offences against children from getting 
pardons. 


We believe that often while a criminal's jail term may end, the 
suffering caused to his or her victims will last a lifetime. Canadians 
have been clear. It is unacceptable to ever forget the harm that child 
molesters have caused their victims. 


I call on the Liberals to finally put the rights of law-abiding 
Canadians ahead of the rights of convicted criminals and support the 
safe streets and communities act. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
® (1420) 
[Translation] 


GOVERNMENT MINISTERS 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in his 
Guide for Ministers and Ministers of State, the Prime Minister says, 
and I quote: 

As a Minister, you are individually accountable to Parliament for the discharge of 


all responsibilities vested in you. You must answer all questions pertaining to your 
areas of responsibility... 


Can the Prime Minister tell us what happens when his ministers do 
not follow his guide? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this government has established rules and these rules are 
enforced. I think that the Leader of the Opposition is talking about a 
specific situation. The minister responsible has answered questions a 
number of times in the House of Commons. 


*** 


THE ECONOMY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Prime Minister has not taken any action in the face of the coming 
economic crisis. Since we returned, we have not seen any initiatives 
or any action plan. The only bill introduced has nothing to do with 
the economy, unless the Prime Minister is telling us that more 
prisons are the key to the recovery. The Prime Minister and the 
Minister of Finance are meeting with the Governor of the Bank of 
Canada today. 


Will we have a job plan tomorrow? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this government is continuing with a plan that has been a 
big success. That is why Canada has created many more jobs than 
the vast majority of industrialized countries. Obviously, we reject the 
NDP's proposals to increase taxes and shut down key industries in 
the Canadian economy. Such proposals would kill employment and 
this government will never agree to those kinds of NDP proposals. 


[English] 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
consensus among economists and business gurus is that the 
Canadian economy will slow down. We are facing another recession. 
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The chief economist for BMO Nesbitt Burns compares the Prime 
Minister to President Hoover, who brought on the Great Depression 
by responding, like this government, with austerity measures. 


Why will the Prime Minister not bring forward a job creation plan 
instead? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the government's plans are oriented toward job creation, 
which is why Canada has one of the best job creation records in the 
entire industrialized world. That is the path we will continue to 
pursue. 


We seek, obviously, any useful ideas from the opposition on how 
we can improve Canada's performance, but we will tell you that what 
they have proposed lately, raising taxes and shutting down key 
industries, are not proposals that will create jobs and not proposals 
that this government will ever accept. 


[ Translation] 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the Conservatives' failure to act has proven to be an economic 
disaster for young workers. Today there are 110,000 fewer jobs for 
young people than before the recession, and the unemployment rate 
is over 14%, not counting the thousands of young people who 
abandoned the labour market and are now on social assistance or 
living on the street. Canada cannot deprive itself of its talented 
youth. 


Where is the Conservatives' plan to put our young people back to 
work? 


[English] 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in 
the second phase of Canada's economic action plan there is a hiring 
credit for the 525,000 small businesses in Canada. I hope that the 
official opposition will support these measures to help job creation in 
Canada. 


We remain focused on the economy and job growth, and I 
welcome any useful suggestions the member opposite has. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we have seen just how out of touch the government is. Conservatives 
are boasting about precarious jobs, part-time jobs, jobs that pay just 
half of what they did before the recession because of Conservative 
economic mismanagement. 


Canada has lost too many good, high-skilled, highly paid 
manufacturing jobs. TD Bank says these workers, if they can find 
work, are now paid an average of $10,000 less a year. 


Where is the Conservative plan to create good jobs. Where is the 
jobs plan? 


@ (1425) 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the plan is working. 


I hear what the member opposite asserts; of course, it is not 
accurate. We have created about 600,000 net new jobs in the 
Canadian economy in past couple of years, of which 80% are full- 
time jobs for Canadians. 
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This is just the opposite of what the official opposition, the NDP, 
suggests. What the NDP suggests is a brand new tax increase of $10 
billion on Canadian business to kill jobs in the Canadian economy. 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Dr. Sherry 


_ Cooper of BMO Nesbitt Burns said recently in her newsletter: 


We are in danger of repeating the deflationary policies that caused the 1929 stock 
market crash and the Great Depression. 


She goes on to say: 


The misplaced belief that the road to economic prosperity is paved by near-term 
fiscal tightening, as espoused by our Prime Minister...shows we have learned nothing 
from Herbert Hoover's response to the Great Depression. 


I wonder if the Prime Minister would care to comment on these 
words from a distinguished economist? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Canada's economic action plan and Canada's fiscal 
approach have been praised by observers around the world. 


It is not as the leader of the Liberal Party would suggest. In fact, 
we are running a very expansionary fiscal policy right now, but we 
are obviously undertaking good management and some modest 
savings to ensure that as the economy recovers, we will in fact 
balance our budget and retain our fiscal advantage. 


[Translation] 


_ Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the position 
I just shared is not my personal view. It is the position clearly 
expressed by Ms. Cooper, and one that is shared by many other 
observers who see that this government's activities are doing nothing 
to help economic growth. 


We are not asking for a response for us, but rather for those who 
are talking about the contraction in the United States and in Europe 
and the problems that exist in Canada. Why can we not get a 
different answer from the government? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the vast majority of analysts who have examined our plan 
support our approach. It is a very expansionary approach now, with 
an expansionary fiscal policy. Clearly, we need to save money in 
order to achieve a balanced budget once the economy begins to grow 
again. It is crucial that we retain our fiscal advantage. 


ein oe, 
[English] 


G8 SUMMIT 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, when it 
comes to the President of the Treasury Board, we know very well 
that he can twitter. We know very well that he can tweet. What we 
also know is that he cannot get up on his feet. 


That is the problem we have with respect to the accountability that 
we see today from the minister. 


The Prime Minister has allowed an absurd situation to be created 
where the minister who is responsible for the public spending of 
Canada is not able to respond to an issue that is as clear as clear can 
be with respect to the activities that went on in Muskoka in 
preparation for the G8— 


The Speaker: Order. The Right Hon. Prime Minister. 
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Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker this issue has been thoroughly aired. 


The Auditor General thoroughly examined all of the spending, 
and while she suggested some process improvements, we have noted 
that all of the money has been accounted for and went for projects 
that were approved. 


I would think that the Liberal Party, having run an entire 
campaign, the worst in its history, on this issue and having been 
drubbed so badly, would decide that now is probably not the time to 
keep talking about politics in this way. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
when the President of the Treasury Board broke the rules, he was 
also breaking the Prime Minister's own guidelines for cabinet 
ministers. 


When the media starting asking about how he was trying to pass 
off a $21 million Olympic hockey arena complete with a swimming 
pool as a media centre, he intervened with the local mayor and said, 
“Do not talk to the media until we talk and get our lines converged”, 
to which the mayor responded, “Done. Call me when convenient for 
you—T will be waiting. Fran loves it when you use that term!” 


When will they stop trying to get their story straight and come 
clean with Canadians? 


@ (1430) 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as has been said in this place many times, the facts have not 
changed. The issue has been thoroughly aired. The Auditor General 
has had access to all government information. 


It is this kind of muckraking that Canadians rejected in the last 
election campaign. What they sent all of us here to do is to fight for 
Canadians, to fight for jobs, to fight for more opportunity, and that is 
exactly what the government is doing. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
it has been 110 days since the Muskoka minister was put in the 
doghouse, and is that the best the government can come up with? 


It is not just the minister's credibility on the line. It is the Prime 
Minister's, for promoting him and looking the other way when he 
broke the rules. 


If the minister had nothing to hide, why did he intervene with 
local mayors and tell them to keep their mouths shut until they got 
their stories straight? This is about ministerial responsibility. It is 110 
days and counting. When will the minister take responsibility to the 
_ Canadian people? 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Auditor General has looked at this issue. She has made 
some comments on how process improvements could be made. The 
government has accepted those recommendations. | 


The good news is that all 32 of these projects are public 
infrastructure, whether they be in North Bay or in the Muskoka— 
Georgian Bay area. They all are public assets that will benefit 
Canadians for many years to come, and a lot of jobs were created. In 
addition to these projects, there are 23,000 projects right across the 
country from coast to coast to coast. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the President of the Treasury Board had a $20 million, 
Olympic-size arena built in his riding, using money from the border 
infrastructure fund. He used his constituency office to distribute 
government money all over the place. In all likelihood, those 
responsible for the G8 summit hid information from the Auditor 
General. As they say in baseball, three strikes and you are out. 


Why is the President of the Treasury Board still in cabinet? How 
is it that he has yet to respond to questions addressed to him here in 
the House? 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the facts have not changed in this regard. 


The member opposite talked about a pool. It was there many years 
before Muskoka was even announced as the G8 centre. He talked 
about a hockey rink. That was not even paid for by taxpayers, but 
through the Government of Ontario. 


The member opposite has the right to his own opinion. He does 
not have the right to his own facts. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, when the President of the Treasury Board's unofficial 
spokesperson knows what he is talking about, then he can stand up. 
Until then, he is not qualified to answer, and the question is not 
meant for him anyway. 


The President of the Treasury Board got a job for his friend at the 
City of Huntsville. He managed a slush fund with his friends the 
mayor and the hotel manager. He made funding commitments for 
government. projects in the middle of an election campaign. If the 
President of the Treasury Board truly believes in ministerial 
responsibility, he should rise and answer these questions. 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, that kind of muckraking is exactly what Canadians rejected 
at the last election. 


What they wanted from their elected representatives was a team of 
men and women who would fight for jobs, who would fight for more 
opportunity and more hope, and that is exactly what this government 
is doing each and every day. 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, asbestos 
is the greatest industrial killer that the world has ever known, yet this 
country continues to export nearly 200,000 tonnes per year into 
underdeveloped nations that have virtually no health and safety 
protocols. 
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Instead of shovelling even more corporate welfare into this made- 
in-Canada epidemic, why does the government not use that money 
for economic diversification for the asbestos region of Quebec to get 
it out of this deadly and dying industry? 


[Translation] 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, for more than 30 years, 
Canada has been arguing for the safe and controlled use of chrysotile 
at home and abroad and recent scientific studies clearly confirm that 
chrysotile can be used safely in a controlled environment. 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
—Rivière-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, let us try again and see 1f 
we get anything new. 


This government claims to want to create jobs by supporting the 
asbestos industry. In reality, it is exporting disease and death to 
countries that have inadequate labour health and safety standards. 
This position does not help the communities that are relying on a 
dying industry. The workers have suffered enough. 


What is this government waiting for to show real respect for these 
people and to develop with them a transition plan to stimulate the 
economy in that region? 


@ (1435) 


Hon. Christian Paradis (Minister of Industry and Minister of 
_ State (Agriculture), CPC): Mr. Speaker, for more than 30 years, 
Canada has been arguing for the safe and controlled use of chrysotile 
at home and abroad, and recent scientific studies clearly confirm that 
chrysotile can be used safely in a controlled environment. 


Kin Kua 
[English] 


INFRASTRUCTURE 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, more 
tax giveaways to big oil companies do not create jobs. What does 
create jobs is infrastructure. Almost 60% of Montrealers are scared 
to drive because of crumbling concrete. Yesterday, a motion to 
replace the Champlain Bridge was rejected by the Conservative 
government. Muskoka got a $50 million slush fund, but other 
communities are being denied the basics. Why? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, my experience in municipal politics has taught me that 
municipalities have not in the past had a more committed partner 
than our Conservative government, led by this Prime Minister. 


It was our government that launched the building Canada fund 
and we will continue to deliver for municipalities. 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I was 
talking about an infrastructure plan, like the Champlain Bridge, that 
right now costs $30 million a year just to maintain. Cities across 
Canada need new bridges, new rail lines, sewage treatment plants, 
and other critically important projects. Investing in infrastructure 
makes sense. 


We have seen the government reward its well-connected friends. 
When will it protect Canadians by investing in basic infrastructure? 
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Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as my hon. colleague already knows, we will have a new 


_ infrastructure plan after 2014. That is why we trust our infrastructure 


investments. That is why, in the economic action plan, we invested 
more than ever in infrastructure. I do not understand why members 
of the NDP are saying that today and yet they voted against it when 
we set it up. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, we know that closing the Champlain Bridge would result in 
annual losses of $740 million. We know that the bridge must be 
replaced immediately to ensure the safety of Quebeckers and the 
health of the Canadian economy. 


Yesterday, we moved a motion proposing that the Champlain 
Bridge be replaced. The Conservatives rejected the motion outright. 
They said no to the economy and to safety. 


Why did they reject the motion? When will this government take 
action and build a new bridge? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, while my colleague talks about closing the Champlain 
Bridge, we are investing $380 million to ensure that it is safe and 


. will continue to be operational for a long time. While the member 


moves motions, we are working to ensure that the people of 
Montreal will have a safe bridge that is in good working order for a 
long time to come. 


[English] 
PRESIDENT OF THE TREASURY BOARD 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the facts are 
these. Parliament approved government spending on border infra- 
structure, but without lawful authority the Treasury Board President 
took money from border infrastructure and spent it instead on totally 
unrelated and unauthorized vanity projects in his own riding. 


To cover this up the government misinformed the Auditor General 
and caused the Auditor General to misinform Parliament. Now the 
minister hides. This looks like the behaviour of a coward. Will the 
Treasury Board President finally respond for himself? 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order. I do not think we need to be using words 
like that. 


September 27, 2011 


I see the Minister of Foreign Affairs rising, so I will allow him to 
answer, but I would ask members not to use words like I just heard. 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member was elected first to the House of Commons in 
1974. I would have expected better from him and I will not dignify 
his question with a response. 


[Translation] 


Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I have a few very simple questions for the President of 
Treasury Board. 


Is he aware that Canadians pay him a bonus of $75,000 for being a 
cabinet member, in addition to his MP's salary? Therefore, when will 
he rise and tell Canadians what he is doing with their money? This 
conduct shows contempt and a lack of respect for Canadians. 


@ (1440) 
[English] 
Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, this issue has been thoroughly aired. This type of 
muckraking was rejected by Canadians in the last election campaign. 


What Canadians expect of us is to focus on the priorities of 
Canadian families. That is jobs and the economy. That is providing 
the important services that the federal government does and that is 
what this government is going to continue doing: 


Mr. Mare Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I personally entered politics to counter the public's 
perception that politicians are on the take. Regrettably, the member 
for Parry Sound—Muskoka is making that extremely difficult. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
The Speaker: Order, please. 


There is a long-standing tradition that you cannot do indirectly 
what you are not allowed to do directly. This is the second time I 
have heard an indirect way of making an unparliamentary remark, so 
I think we will move on to the hon. member for Windsor— 
Tecumseh. 


[Translation] 


JUSTICE 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the government is out of touch with the reality of Canadians when it 
comes to the safety of our communities. The Conservatives are 
playing politics with their omnibus bill on crime but they are not 
even aware of the cost. The job of parliamentarians is to study and 
debate bills but the Conservatives refuse to do so. 


Why are the Conservatives refusing to work with the NDP to 
improve the safety of our communities and protect our youth and the 
rights of victims? | 
[English] 

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I find it interesting that 
the NDP always objects to spending money when it comes to 
fighting violent crime. Now when it comes to spending money and 
threatening jail time for people who do not fill out the census, the 
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NDP does not have a problem with that, or for farmers who do not 
like the Wheat Board, or those who do not agree with the long gun 


registry. 


I am proud to be part of a party that knows where money should 
be spent and that is to go after violent criminals in this country, and 
he should be supporting that. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we have heard repeatedly, and again just now, about the cost to 
victims but the government will not produce any evidence of that to 
this Parliament. That is exactly why we need to continue the study 
around these claims. The Conservatives are wrong to shut down 
debate on a bill which we have spent less than four minutes a page 
debating. 


Later today, the NDP will propose fast-tracking parts of this bill; 
for example, parts that protect children from sexual abuse, that have 
already passed this Parliament once before and then proceed with a 


_ constructive debate on the rest. Will the government agree to that 


strategy? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we offered to do that 
before, but then we got a majority and now the NDP has withdrawn 
that. Now he is saying that we are to leave out the part that goes after 
drug dealers, the people who bring drugs into this country, the 
people who sell drugs around schools. Nobody is going to agree to 
that. Let us get the whole thing passed. That is what Canadians want. 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
justice minister has been silent on the cost to taxpayers of the 
government's massive crime bill. This is the same government that, 
in the last Parliament, refused to provide information to the 
Parliamentary Budget Officer, so he could report to Canadians 
how much those crime bills would cost. 


Are the Conservatives shutting down debate because they do not : 
want Canadians to know the facts? When will the Conservatives 
come clean and release the real cost of this bill? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, let me tell members 
who has been silent. It is the NDP on the cost to victims in this 
country. We never hear a question about that coming from the NDP 
and, to be fair, the Liberals as well. They are in on that. 


The Department of Justice estimated the cost of crime in this 
country is about $99 billion, of which 83% is borne by victims. If the 
hon. member is worried about the costs, he should start standing up 
for victims, just to make a change for the NDP. 
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@ (1445) 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I want to 
tell that side of the House that crime is not a political wedge issue. 
We believe it is a public safety issue. Once again, Conservatives 
refuse to answer a direct question. Canadians deserve an answer. 
Millions of out of work Canadians want their government to invest 
in job plans, not in doubling the prison budget. 


Why does the government hide behind its overused talking points 
instead of just telling Canadians what the real cost is of this crime 
bill? 

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, this is an investment to 
better protect Canadians in their homes and make them feel safer in 
their communities. I appreciate that is not a priority for the NDP. If 
members want detailed costs, look at the hundreds of pages that we 
tabled before the committee. That will give many hours of happy 
reading for NDP members, but I have a feeling that it will not 
convince them to start standing up for victims and law-abiding 
Canadians. 


kK ** 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our government is certainly focused on jobs and the 
economy. We are helping to put Canadians back to work as 
evidenced by the 600,000 new jobs created since July 2009. 
However, the opposition has another agenda that will destroy 
Canadian jobs and put our country deeply back into a recession. 


Could the Minister of Natural Resources please comment on the 
NDP's latest job-killing energy policy? 

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Keystone XL pipeline will create over 140,000 good, 
high paying jobs in Canada. The NDP has decided to stand against 
these jobs and ally itself with a few environmental extremists who 
want to shutter all oil sands development. While the NDP continues 
to betray its job killing agenda, our government will continue to 
stand with the hundreds of thousands of Canadians who will benefit 
from this important project. 


wk ** 
[Translation] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, last week, the 
Minister of the Environment said that the department could lose 
hundreds of scientists without any effect on basic services. But the 
government has cut 43% of the Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Agency's budget. 


If assessing and preventing industrial impacts on our environment 
are not considered basic services, then can the minister explain what 
he means by “basic services”? 


[English] 
Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, first of all, I would correct my hon. colleague. The 


Environmental Assessment Agency has not been cut by 48% and the 
environment remains a priority of this government even at times of 
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fiscal restraint. As we are doing across government, we will continue 
to take a close look at all of our spending over the next year and the 
results of this examination will be revealed in the budget in the 


spring. 


HEALTH 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the minister, 
despite being asked multiple times, has still not said what he 
considers to be a core program, so perhaps the Minister of Health 
would like to answer a question because these programs are not only 
an environmental concern and surely the Minister of Health knows 
that the UV index created by Canada has lowered skin cancer rates 
and saved lives. 


For the Minister of Health, will she have the courage to stand up 
for the health of Canadians? 


Mr. Colin Carrie (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as my colleague knows, our 
government does recognize the burden of cancer and the effect that 
it has on lives and the families who live with loved ones who have 
this horrible disease. That is why our government is supporting 
cancer control and prevention efforts, working with provincial and 
territorial governments as well as stakeholders from across Canada 
to reduce the burden of cancer. We are renewing $250 million over 
five years for the Canadian Partnership Against Cancer to continue 
its excellent work. 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this out- 
of-touch government seems more concerned with American 
unemployment than Canadian jobs. Why else would it ignore 
environmental concerns on both sides of the border and ship raw 
bitumen on the Keystone pipeline to the Gulf coast? 


We all know it is not just oil sands bitumen that will flow through 
that pipeline. It is good paying Canadian jobs. 


Will this out-of-touch government come clean about what the 
Keystone pipeline really means to Canadian families: a loss of good 
paying Canadian jobs? 


© (1450) 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the NDP talking about jobs and the oil sands is frankly 
ridiculous. The NDP's former environment critic called for a 
moratorium on oil sands development. The Keystone XL pipeline 
will create over 140,000 jobs and $600 billion in economic activity. 
That is what the NDP is prepared to kill. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government is not doing anything to protect Canadians' jobs in the 
Keystone XL project. Thousands of well-paying, quality jobs will be 
transferred to the United States should the project go ahead. 
According to a study conducted by Informetrica, tens of thousands 
of Canadian jobs are at stake. 


Why is this government sacrificing thousands of Canadian jobs | 


for the sake of its relationship with the oil companies? 


Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the fact is that oil sands development generates over 
500,000 jobs and the Keystone project will generate over 
140,000 jobs across Canada. 


[English] 


It is also interesting to note how the NDP does not really 
understand that there is no refinery capacity in Alberta. There is in 
Texas. It would cost over $16 billion to create refineries, rendering it 
uneconomical. 


Tey ee 


CANADA-U.S. RELATIONS 


Hon. Wayne Easter (Malpeque, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, when it 
comes to defending Canadians against U.S. protectionism, the 
government has failed consistently. 


DFAIT officials before a committee admitted that the government 
had failed to take pre-emptive action against buy American, even 
though President Obama has been stating made in America for 
months. 


The WTO found United States country of origin labelling is a 
trade violation and yet the government makes excuses. 


When will the Minister of International Trade realize that United 
States protectionism is something he must defend against, not make 
excuses for. 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it was actually 
the Liberal Party that slept through 13 long years on the trade file. 


It was the WTO that recently pointed out that Canada's 
considerably expanded free trade agreement agenda marks a 
departure with its past practice. What practice are we referring to? 
It is the practice of the previous Liberal government. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
Conservative government falls short every time it is faced with 
American protectionism. When the United States announced its Buy 
American initiative in 2009, it took the Conservatives seven months 
to react. According to the WTO, country-of-origin labelling violates 
trade laws. Nevertheless, the government continues to insist that the 
United States is negotiating in good faith. 


When will the Conservatives realize that they have to fight 
American protectionism, not excuse it? 


COMMONS DEBATES 


15221 


Oral Questions 


| [English] 


Hon. Ed Fast (Minister of International Trade and Minister 
for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have stated 
time and again that trade is critical to Canada's long-term prosperity. 
We have been working very hard to impress upon our American 
neighbours that protectionism hurts not only Canadians, but it hurts 
Americans. It takes away jobs and it takes away the robustness of 
global trade. 


We will continue to stand up for hard-working Canadians and 
businesses. Why will the Liberal Party not do so? 


eae 
[Translation] 


RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this government's research and development policy is 
pathetic, and a recent report has confirmed that. Canada ranks last 
among industrialized countries in terms of direct funding for 
research. It ranks second-last in terms of patent development and 
second-last in terms of the number of PhD graduates. What a failure. 


Will this government review its research and development policies 
to create the jobs that our economy and Canadian families so 
desperately need? 


[English] 


Hon. Gary Goodyear (Minister of State (Science and 
Technology) (Federal Economic Development Agency for South- 
ern Ontario), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I reject the premise of that 
question. In fact, no government in the history of our country has put 
so much investment into science and technology. In fact, the brain 
drain that we. knew about years and years ago under the Liberals has 
been reversed under this government. 


We now have more fellowships, more internships, more Canada 
excellence research chairs and more Canada research chairs. We 
have funding for buildings and equipment. 


That is under this Prime Minister, and that is a fantastic record. 
@ (1455) 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, it would be great if it were true but it simply is not. 


_ On this side of the House, we believe in innovation, but let us see 
the record on the other side. We see that direct public investment in 
R & D is in last place in the industrialized world. Patent 
development is second to last. PhD graduates are second to last. 
That is the record of the government. It is clear that the government 
does not have a plan. 


When will the government stop endangering our economy and 
start investing in research and development to create jobs here in 
Canada for Canadian families. 
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Hon. Gary Goodyear (Minister of State (Science and 
Technology) (Federal Economic Development Agency for South- 
ern Ontario), CPC): Mr. Speaker, first, productivity and innovation 
have been declining for decades, which is exactly why the Prime 
Minister came forward with the science and tech strategy in 2007. 
Under that strategy, we have invested historic amounts of funding for 
our universities and incentives for our businesses. 


It is true that businesses are not doing enough, which is exactly 
why, if the member were paying attention, we launched a panel 
review into the R and D sectors and our platform of programs. That 
panel will report in a couple of weeks. The hon. member should stay 
tuned. 


*** 


POLITICAL DONATIONS 


Mr. Bryan Hayes (Sault Ste. Marie, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today, 
the Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and 
Ethics passed an important motion to investigate the questionable 
influence of big unions on the NDP. 


Last week, it was revealed that the NDP received at least $85,000 
from big labour unions for their convention even though such 
donations were banned in 2005. 


Could the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister please 
update the House on Elections Canada law and what we are doing to 
ensure Canadians know about the big union donations that are 
subsidizing the NDP? 


Mr. Dean Del Mastro (Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime 
Minister and to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, this type of behaviour on behalf of the NDP is 
entirely unacceptable. The Elections Canada Act clearly indicates 
that corporate and union donations are not allowed. Political parties 
are required to raise money through donations from ordinary 
everyday Canadians. Elections Canada has been asked to investigate 
these sponsorships. 


The NDP and its union friends do not need to wait for that. They 
can come clean with Canadians today. We do not need to go to the 
ethics committee. They could come clean and tell Canadians today 
but they are not doing it. 


*** 


GOVERNMENT GRANTS 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in February, the 
Conservatives gave a $75,000 accessibility grant to. the Ontario 
Cornerstone Leadership Corporation, a front for the Ontario NDP, to 
install a wheelchair lift in its inaccessible party headquarters. The 
rules required that construction was to begin six months ago and be 
completed two months ago. It is obvious to anyone who walks up to 
the building that the project has not even started. 


Where did the money go? If the money was improperly spent, will 
the government demand that the money be returned to the taxpayer? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, no government has done more for 
Canadians with disabilities than our Conservative government. Their 
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full participation in our economy and communities is vital to our 
country's success. Supporting Canadians of all abilities through the 
economic action plan helped create opportunities for people who 
otherwise would not have had them. 


We are very proud of this program and, to date, we have supported 
over 600 worthy community-based projects across the country. 
Budget 2010 provided an additional $45 million over the next three 
years and will expand this program for mid-sized projects. We are 
doing what we need to do for Canadians with disabilities. 


THE ECONOMY 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan (Scarborough—Rouge River, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, Canadian university graduates are being shut out of the 
job market at an alarming rate. A whopping one in five grads wind 
up with jobs on the low end of the income scale. That is more than 
any other OECD country. Instead of helping strengthen our economy 
with their degrees and skills, they are being wasted. 


When will the government stop the inaction and come forward 
with a real jobs plan with real opportunities for Canadian graduates? 


@ (1500) 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we have a plan to support jobs and growth. It is the second phase of 
the economic action plan. It includes the small business tax credit, 
which is very important, and I hope members opposite will choose to 
support that. 


The NDP and the Liberals voted against $1 billion in federal 
funding to the provinces and territories for infrastructure in 2011-12. 
The opposition also voted against the accelerated capital cost 
allowance, which would have continued over the past two years. I 
hope the voting behaviour will match the rhetoric. 


HEALTH AND SAFETY 


Mr. Parm Gill (Brampton—Springdale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
recent statistics have shown us that the number of people smoking in 
this country is at historic lows. Our government takes the health and 
safety of Canadians seriously and we will continue our diligent 
work, not only to encourage more and more people to quite smoking 
but also to discourage young Canadians from starting this bad habit 
in the first place. 


Today, the Minister of Health announced tough new warnings for 
tobacco products. Would the parliamentary secretary please provide 
the details of this announcement to the House? 
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Mr. Colin Carrie (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for Brampton— 
Springdale for all his good work on the health committee. 


Canadians gave our government a strong mandate to continue 
efforts aimed at keeping our citizens healthy. Today we announced 
new warnings for tobacco products. The 16 new warnings cover 
75% of the front and back of cigarette and little cigar packages, with 
eight health information messages and four toxic emission 
statements on the sides of the packages. 


Our government wants to sensitize Canadians to the health 
challenges posed by tobacco products and we will continue to act in 
order to protect Canadians' health and keep our children safe. 


RU LR 


INTERNATIONAL TRADE 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, Canada's Asia-Pacific gateway should be about more than 
the Conservative strategy of just shipping our raw materials 
overseas. 


Last week, the president of the Asia Pacific Foundation advised 
the government that to be successful in expanding our trade, Canada 
needed to invest in human capacity building. This means investing in 
better language education, better training in cross-cultural commu- 
nication and more support for international business education. 


Why are the Conservatives just shipping away Canadian raw 
materials and jobs instead of making the smart investments in 
Canadians that will build a foundation for expanding our trade with 
the region? 

Mr. Gerald Keddy (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
International Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities 
Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
Asia-Pacific gateway is critical to Canada's long-term economic 
prosperity. As the demand for Canadian exports to the Asia-Pacific 
markets continue to grow so do the opportunities for Canadian 
workers and companies. We are well-positioned to take advantage of 
the Asia-Pacific markets so we can create economic growth, more 
jobs and financial security for all Canadians. 


KKK 


NATURAL RESOURCES CANADA 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
my question is for the hon. Minister of Natural Resources. 


On top of recent cuts at Environment Canada, we are aware now 
that the whole glaciology group at Natural Resources Canada is 
being disbanded and dismantled. Eighty thousand years worth of 
climate record in the ice cores may disappear from Canadian 
possession. 


I would like to ask the minister if he would please reconsider and 
ensure that this essential science is protected and that Canada 
continues its world record-breaking work in this key and core area of 
science? 

Hon. Joe Oliver (Minister of Natural Resources, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the hon. member is misinformed. There will be no 
destruction of the ice cores. In fact, having provided the useful 
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scientific input at NRCan, they will be transferred to universities 
where the research can continue. 


*K** 


PRESENCE IN GALLERY 


The Speaker: I would like to draw the attention of hon. members 
to the presence in the gallery of the Hon. Dustin Du Minister of 
the Environment for Saskatchewan. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


wk RK 


POINTS OF ORDER 
OFFICIAL REPORT 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise on a point of order. The other day in the House of 
Commons I raised a question and stated, “In Alberta, Jonathan 
Denis, the housing minister, now says that Alberta will pick up the 
slack where the federal government has failed”. 


I wish to correct the record. I read the story in a media release and 
I verified it. He did not actually say that he would “pick up the 
slack”. He did say, “It didn’t sit well with me that someone who’s put 
their life on the line for our country was homeless”, noting no one 
should be homeless, but this particular case hit him hard. Further on 
in the media release he stated that he wanted to assist those homeless 
veterans. 


Even though I personally believe that issues involving veterans 
are federal issues, I am proud to say that the Alberta government and 
other governments are doing something to help these veterans. 


I did quote Mr. Denis incorrectly and I wish to apologize to him 
and correct the record. 


@ (1505) 
The Speaker: The House appreciates that. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I rise on a 
point of order. In the course of question period today, you made a 
point of saying that someone could not do indirectly what he or she 
is not allowed to do directly. 


In that context, Mr. Speaker, I wonder if you would take the time 
to have a look at Standing Order 31 in the name of the member for 
Vancouver South, which must have been approved by her whip, 
which must have been approved by the leadership of her caucus and 
which was a direct personal attack on the member for Scarborough 
—Agincourt and seemed to have gone unobserved by those who 
were listening to it. 


I wonder if you would have a look at the record, Mr. Speaker. 


The Speaker: I will examine the transcript and get back to the 
House if necessary. 


1524 


Government Orders 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 


SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 


The House resumed consideration of the motion that Bill C-10, 
An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to 
amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled 
Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release 
Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act and other Acts, be read the second time and referred 
to a committee, and of the amendment. 


The Speaker: I will go back to the hon. member for Edmonton— 
St. Albert, who has six minutes left to conclude his remarks. 


- Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, in my previous comments, I was talking about Bill C-10 
and specifically the portion affecting the amendments to the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act. 


On the old Bill C-4 from the last Parliament, the justice committee 
heard concerns from many of the provincial attorneys general 
concerning the issue of pretrial detention. I would remind the House 
that the primary concern of provinces with the approach of Bill C-4 
was that pretrial detention would not be available to a youth charged 
with an offence that was not “a serious offence”. 


The provisions in the current Bill C-10 address this concern. 
Under the proposed amendments, pretrial detention of a youth 
charged with a non-serious offence is possible if the youth has a 
history that indicates a pattern of either outstanding charges or 
findings of guilt and if the court finds that detention is necessary for 
the protection and safety of the public. 


This change would allow for detention of so-called out-of-control 
youth who would pose a danger to society even if that youth were 
not presently before the court on a serious offence charge. 


Moreover, the test for pretrial detention will be self-contained in 
the Youth Criminal Justice Act, without requiring reference to the 
Criminal Code provisions as is currently the case. 


The second modification to the former Bill C-4 deals with the 
availability of the deferred custody and supervision order, which is a 
Youth Criminal Justice Act sentencing option that allows a young 
person who would otherwise be sentenced to custody to serve his or 
her sentence in the community under conditions. If those conditions 
are violated, the young person can be sent to custody. 


Under the Youth Criminal Justice Act, this order is not available 
as a sentencing option if the young person has been found guilty of a 
serious violent offence, currently defined in the act as an offence in 
the commission of which a young person causes or attempts to cause 
serious bodily harm. 


The new narrower definition of a “serious violent offence” 
proposed in Bill C-4 would have expanded the scope of offences for 
which deferred custody and supervision orders would be available. 


However, the provisions in the current bill include the new 
definition of “serious violent offence” and would also include a 
change to the amendments proposed in the former Bill C-4 in order 
to retain the current law on eligibility for these orders, meaning that a 
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deferred custody and supervision order will not be available if the 
youth is found guilty of an offence involving either serious bodily 
harm or an attempt to cause serious bodily harm. I think members 
could agree with me that these modifications are an improvement 


_ over the former Bill C-4. 


The third modification since Bill C-4 concerns the adult 
sentencing provisions in the Youth Criminal Justice Act. The 
amendments to the former Bill C-4 and contained in this new bill 
would require a prosecutor to consider seeking an adult sentence for 
young offenders 14 and older who committed serious violent 
offences. Prosecutors would also have to inform the court if they 
decided not to apply for an adult sentence for individual 14 or older 
who were convicted of a serious violent offence. When the Crown 
would apply for an adult sentence, the onus would have been on the 
Crown to convince the judge that an adult sentence was justified. 


In part these amendments respond to the Supreme Court of 
Canada ruling in the case of R. v. D.B. that certain provisions of the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act violated section 7 of the charter. These 
presumptive offence provisions placed an onus on a young person 
found guilty of certain serious violent offences to justify receiving a 
youth rather than an adult sentence and to justify the continued 
protection of their privacy. 


The proposed amendments remove the presumptive offence 
provisions from the Youth Criminal Justice Act as well as other 
inoperative provisions to clarify the test for the imposition of an 
adult sentence and ensure that the onus is on the Crown to satisfy the 
court as to the appropriateness of an adult sentence. 


In the former Bill C-4 the proposed test for an adult sentence 
would have required that a judge be satisfied beyond a reasonable 
doubt that an adult sentence was necessary. When we were 
consulting, a number of the provinces expressed the view that 
“beyond a reasonable doubt” was too high a standard to meet, was 
not required by the current case law and would make it significantly 
more difficult to obtain adult sentences in appropriate circumstances. 


The current proposals remove reference to the “beyond a 
reasonable doubt” standard that had been in the former Bill C-4, 
thus leaving it up to the courts to determine the appropriate standard 
of proof, as is the case under the current law. 


September 27, 2011 


@ (1510) 


I think all members of the House will agree that the amendments 
to the Youth Criminal Justice Act included in Bill C-10 are the result 
of the widespread consultations and respond to the concerns of 
Canadians. Our government listened to our provincial and territorial 
counterparts, to provincial attorneys general, Canadians and victims 
and have made the necessary changes to this part of Bill C-10. 


I think all members can agree that the changes I have described 
and outlined for the House are reasonable and responsive. I 
encourage all hon. members to support all parts of Bill C-10. 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, one of the fundamental elements of this 
omnibus bill obviously deals with the issue of mandatory minimums 
as a deterrent. Would my hon. colleague justify how this is to be a 
deterrent when it comes to mandatory minimums? 


We have examples where in certain jurisdictions around North 
America the death penalty exists, yet their capital offence rates are 
much higher than jurisdictions that do not have the death penalty in 
place. When we see situations like that, we have to wonder whether 
mandatory minimums do serve as that deterrent? Perhaps my 
colleague can convince me that this is the case. 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber: Mr. Speaker, if the hon. member had been 
listening to my speech, he would have know that I was talking 
specifically about changing amendments and provisions to the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act not to the minimum mandatory sentence 
provisions, which I suspect he might be referring to those who traffic 
in cannabis and other controlled substances. 


However, notwithstanding the lack of relevance of the question 
toward my speech, I will attempt to answer it. Certainly, there are no 
provisions anywhere in Bill C-10 dealing with death sentences, nor 
ought there to be in my view. 


Minimum mandatory sentences in appropriate circumstances do 
deter crime for one very simple proposition that appears to be lost on 
most members of the opposition, and that is an individual when 
incarcerated cannot commit further crimes. 


@ (1515) 


Hon. Irwin Cotler (Mount Royal, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
government has introduced the safe streets and communities act as if 
the very title alone validates the legislation. It is presented to us as it 
is called res ipsa loquitur. The very title speaks for itself. If there is 
any doubt, the government repeats the mantra, as it is done over and 
over today, that it has “a mandate” for enacting the safe streets and 
communities act. 


Every government not only has a mandate but an obligation to 
protect its citizens. As a government, we too spoke of safe streets 
and safe communities in our speech from the throne. Five years ago, 
in debate in this very House, I spoke as follows: 

Safe streets and safe communities are the shared aspiration of all Canadians and 
the common objective of all parliamentarians and parties. No political party can 


claim that it alone speaks or cares for the safety of all Canadians or that it alone is 
legislating for that purpose. 


The question then becomes this. What are the means that are 
chosen to bring about what we have defined as a shared objective of 
all governments and all parties, namely safe streets and safe 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1525 


Government Orders 


communities? For example, we cannot enact unconstitutional 
legislation and say “These measures are necessary to protect safe 
streets and safe communities”. Nor can we justify bad policy through 
the repetition of the mantra about a mandate. Legislation has to be 
examined on the merits. 


Accordingly this omnibus legislation, taken as a whole, because 
there are certain bills within that I would support if the good and the 
bad were not bundled together, reminds me of Gresham's law, that 
the bad drives out the good. This type of omnibus legislation will 
result in more crime and less justice at exorbitant and still 
undisclosed costs. 


I will summarize some of the principal defects of the legislation. 


First, even before this legislation was tabled, and this appears to 
be overlooked by the government sometimes, there was a serious 
problem of prison overcrowding, with some provinces already 
reporting 200% capacity. We know overcrowding leads to more 
crime within prisons and more crime outside prisons. The U.S. 
supreme court has found that overcrowding of 137% can even 
constitute cruel and unusual punishment. This legislation will only 
exacerbate the problem in Canada, both as a matter of policy and 
arguably even as a matter of the constitution. 


[Translation] 


Second, we need to talk about cost. Not only do we not know how 
much all these measures will cost, but the Parliamentary Budget 
Officer estimates that just one part of this bill will cost $5 billion. 
Canadians and Parliament have the right to all of the figures. 


Third, we need to consult the provinces and territories, which will 
be assuming these costs, to the detriment of services, and ensure that 
the focus is also on crime prevention and not just on crime and 
punishment. 


[English] 


Fourth, bundling nine major pieces of legislation in one omnibus 
bill would not allow for sufficient and differentiated parliamentary 
discussion and debate let alone oversight of the legislation. This is a 
constitutional responsibility of parliamentarians particularly with the 
spending this bill has though the costs remain undisclosed. In effect, 
it would serve to undermine the parliamentary process. 


If we ask the Canadian people if they are in favour of protecting 
victims and of safe streets, of course the answer will be yes. The 
question is how to achieve that. This bill would not achieve that. 
Rather, it would make things worse. 
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Fifth, the omnibus bill is about principles and priorities. At its core 
it is about values. If we spend billions of dollars on building 
unnecessary prisons while crime is receding and putting more people 
in prison for longer periods of time, that money cannot be used to 


invest in: a social justice agenda, child care, health care, crime | 


prevention, seniors or social housing. At the end of the day, we 
would probably have more crime and less justice as a result of this 
bill. 


The evidence demonstrates that the use of mandatory minimum 
sentences such as would be expanded by this legislation would not 
deter crime and would have a differential discriminatory impact on 
vulnerable groups. I particularly highlight the differential and 
discriminatory impact it would have on aboriginal people, where 
34% of all women inmates are aboriginal, and unduly circumscribes 
judicial and prosecutorial discretion. 


As has been mentioned in this debate, even U.S. conservatives 
now regard it as a failed policy that has caused the prison population 
to skyrocket while creating expensive megajails that have effectively 
become factories of crime. 


Finally, the manner in which debate is being limited is an abuse of 
the parliamentary process if not an abuse of the democratic process. 
In effect, we are being asked to inhibit discussion with our 
constituents and almost silence or shut them out of the debate. This 
prejudices members of Parliament from all parties. 


The Minister of Justice said that this bill and the bills contained 
within it were before us in the previous Parliament. There are many 
current members of the House who were not members of the House 
in previous Parliaments. Why should they not have a right to discuss 
this legislation? Why should we not solicit their input? Why should 
they not be able to consult their constituents? In effect, that is an 
abuse of the democratic and parliamentary processes and prejudices 
the very objective this legislation seeks. 


I would call upon the government to rethink and revisit its 
approach with respect to procedure, principle and policy. This sets a 
disturbing precedent regarding parliamentary procedure as well as a 
disturbing principle regarding a matter wherein it seeks to enact 
criminal justice policy. 

@ (1520) 


Hon. Jason Kenney (Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
Multiculturalism, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I strongly disagree with the 
member for Mount Royal's substantive critique of the bill before the 
House. In my question I would ask him to address his complaints 
with respect to process. 


I would emphasize that not only were the bills collectively given 
dozens of hours of debate in the previous Parliament, they were a 
central element in the electoral platform of the Conservative Party, 
which committed to passing these bills within 100 days of the 
resumption of a new Parliament. 


For him to characterize the government maintaining its democratic 


commitment and executing its democratic mandate as somehow. 


undemocratic denudes the term “democracy” of any meaning. 


He said that all members should have an opportunity to debate. Of 
course we will have a debate. We will continue to have a debate on 
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these matters. Every party and many dozens of members have 
spoken to the bill. 


Let us be clear. The opposition will do everything it can to prevent 
the bill from passing. It is not interested in debate. It is interested in 
using dilatory tactics to prevent the adoption of the legislation, which 
is a core part of the government's democratic mandate. 


He said that this is without precedent. I was in the opposition 
when his party invoked a time limit on debate dozens of times, so I 
think he is being a bit— 


The Speaker: Order. I will stop the member there to allow the 
member for Mount Royal a chance to respond. 


Hon. Irwin Cotler: Mr. Speaker, the architects of prorogation do 
not have any lessons to give us about the protection of parliamentary 
procedure and protection of parliamentary debate. 


The notion as the minister has put it that these bills were all public 
through their introduction in the previous Parliament is no less 
problematic than it is demagogy. Not all of these bills made it 
through full deliberation and debate in the House let alone in clause- 
by-clause consideration in committee. 


More important, there are new MPs on his side of the House as 
well as on this side of the House who deserve to have the right to 
participate in a debate on these bills, which they will not have a 
chance to do, to discuss it with their constituents and not have the 
mantra thrown at them: we have a mandate. 


We all have a mandate for safe streets and safe communities. The 
question is how to achieve that mandate. It will not be achieved 
through this procedure. 


@ (1525) 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in his 
speech the hon. member said that there are parts of the omnibus bill 
that the opposition agrees with. Would he tell us what the 
government could do with this omnibus bill if it were really 
interested in the security of victims and helping victims, if it were 
really interested in enforcing the laws of this country? 


What could the government do to help speed up this omnibus bill? 


Hon. Irwin Cotler: Mr. Speaker, one of the first things it could do 
is to unbundle this legislation and allow for a differentiated 
consideration of each bill on its merit. 


For example, let us take the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act 
and related amendments to the State Immunity Act, former Bill S-7. I 
myself introduced a private member's bill on this issue. I support this 
legislation in principle, though it could be refined by way of 
amendment with respect to the issues in my private member's bill. 
This will not even get to the floor for discussion and debate. 


At the end of the day, we will have a bill that provides civil 
remedies for victims of terror. I support that and many members in 
the House would support that. However, it would not be as good or 
as effective a bill as it could be without a differentiated study of it. 
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Similarly, with respect to the Protecting Children from Sexual 
Predators Act, we could discuss and even approve that kind of bill in 
a very short period of time. 


I can go through all of this legislation. However, in a word I am 
saying "unbundle" the bill. Allow every piece of legislation to be 
considered on its merits. Some bills can be fast-tracked because we 
will find consensus in the House with respect to the principles and 
the policies of the bills. Others will be properly amended and 
improved for the sake of the public and criminal justice, generally 
speaking. 

Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
have listened with much interest to the hon. members' contributions 
on Bill C-10. I am grateful to have the opportunity to join the debate. 


As members know, in the spring of this year our government made 
a commitment that should Canadians give us their trust and return us 
to office we would swiftly reintroduce our legislation to make our 
families, streets and communities safer. 


This bill includes a broad range of measures. It includes measures 
that crack down on drug dealers who target our children. It also 
includes measures to ensure that those convicted of a sexual offence 
against children will never be eligible to have their record 
suspended. It includes measures to get tough on violent young 
offenders. As well, it includes measures to increase offender 
accountability and provide stronger justice for victims. 


There are several portfolios under which this legislation, the Safe 
Streets and Communities Act, falls. In addition to justice and public 
safety there is legislation in the bill that is part of strengthening 
Canada's immigration system. It is to those proposed changes that I 
would like to speak today. 


Canada's immigration system is an important part of our identity, 
economy and society. I see these impacts every day in my great 
riding of Don Valley West. For those people who are applying to 
enter our country, Canada represents hope, safety and a new 
beginning. Unfortunately, some arrive here only to have their hopes 
and dreams shattered. For example, some temporary foreign workers 
are more vulnerable than others. We cannot turn our backs on them. 
That is why the Safe Streets and Communities Act includes 
measures that would prevent the trafficking, abuse and exploitation 
of vulnerable immigrants. 


According to the provisions of Bill C-10, the Minister of 
Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism would have the 
authority to provide immigration officers with instructions for 
refusing a work permit. Instructions would be based on clear public 
policy considerations and would be supported by evidence that 
shows the risk of humiliating or degrading treatment. The 
instructions would not target specific work permit applicants 
directly. Rather they would apply to applicants of a particular 
occupation or a group of applicants who could be identified as 
vulnerable to abuse or exploitation. 


The instructions would describe situations that could represent 
risks to an applicant and would set out the risk factors for officers to 
consider. They would also help define who would be considered 
vulnerable depending on the situation or context. For example, an 
individual applying to come to Canada as an exotic dancer might be 
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refused a work permit because he or she may be vulnerable to abuse. 
However, the same individual might be granted a work permit if he 
or she applied to come to Canada to work in another occupation or a 
different situation that did not pose the same risk. 


It is also important to note that this legislation only creates the 
legal authority to issue instructions. It does not establish any actual 
instructions. We anticipate that input from all members of the House 
will be forthcoming as these ministerial instructions are drafted. 
Their input is certainly welcome. 


Without these amendments, Citizenship and Immigration Canada 
has no discretionary authority to deny a work permit to someone 
who meets all the requirements to enter Canada even if immigration 
officers believe there is a strong possibility of exploitation or abuse. 
The amendments we propose also include strong measures to ensure 
that the government is accountable for its use of the new authority. 
There will be accountability. Each time the minister issues 
instructions under the authority they must be published in the 
Canada Gazette. In addition, they must be published in Citizenship 
and Immigration Canada's annual report to Parliament. 


Assessments by immigration officers would be made on a case- 
by-case basis and would take into account the public policy 
considerations set out in the ministerial instructions. 


@ (1530) 


As I have already stated, these would need to be supported by 
evidence showing the risk of humiliating or degrading treatment. 
Furthermore, any decision by an immigration officer to refuse a 
work permit would need to be reviewed by a second immigration 
officer. 


Canadians do not want an immigration system that can be used to 
victimize or exploit people. With this authority we can help protect 
vulnerable people from being brought into our country to face abuse 
and exploitation. Bill C-10 will protect the vulnerable from abuse. 


Again, this action that would prevent the exploitation of 
vulnerable foreign workers is only one part of our comprehensive 
crime legislation that makes up the safe streets and communities act. 


To recap, the legislation before the House would better protect 
children and youth from sexual predators; increase penalties for 
organized drug crime; end house arrest for serious crime, and thus 
prevent serious criminals from serving out their sentences from the 
comfort of their living rooms; protect the public from violent young 
offenders; eliminate pardons for serious crimes, such as sexual abuse 
against children; enshrine in law a number of additional key factors 
in deciding whether an offender would be granted a transfer back to 
Canada; support victims of terrorism; increase offender account- 
ability and support victims of crime; and, as I have discussed here 
today, protect vulnerable foreign nationals against abuse and 
exploitation. 
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Parliament has already seen and debated a great deal of this 
legislation. None of it is a surprise. All of it is part of our important 
action to make Canada's streets and communities safer for law- 
abiding Canadians and their families. 


We made a commitment to Canadians. Canadians gave us a strong 
mandate to follow through on that commitment, and that is what the 
safe streets and communities act is about. 


I close by asking that the hon. members across the floor join our 
government as we work to keep Canadians safe by helping us to pass 
this important legislation. 


@ (1535) 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, there are two aspects of the crime bill that the hon. 
member did not appear to address in speaking about the bill. 


One is that in the last Parliament, public prosecutors came to 
testify on the previous proposed provisions for mandatory minimum 
sentences for juvenile offenders. They testified that only 5% of all 
youth offenders are actually involved in violent crime and that it did 
not make sense to have a blanket approach to all youth offenders. 


Second, there was a very sad incident in my riding this past 
summer. The alleged actions of someone who was mentally suffering 
caused the death of an elderly woman. 


I would ask the member for his comments on the apparent rise in 
numbers of people with mental problems who are being sentenced 
for crimes instead of being re-routed before the crimes are 
committed, thus preventing the crimes. What is the response to 
that? Should we not be taking action to prevent people with mental 
problems from committing serious crimes, rather than jailing them? 


Mr. John Carmichael: Mr. Speaker, clearly these issues go hand 
in hand. Our mandate is to make our streets and communities safer 
for our families. As the member experienced, in my riding we had 
three serious shooting events that clearly described the severity of 
gang violence and drug violence in communities today. 


I understand her question on the mental health issue clearly. We 
have a responsibility to ensure that those questions are addressed as 
well, but our mandate is to deliver this bill. I would ask her to get on 
board with us and vote in favour of this bill so that we could take it 
to committee and deal with these issues directly. 


Hon. Jim Karygiannis (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank the hon. member across the way for 
eloquently stating his ground. However, there was a point that I 
missed, and I would ask for clarification. 


My colleague stated that the bill would help temporary foreign 
workers in Canada. He said that it would give the minister the right 
to extend their work permits. Then he went on to say that if there is 
an exotic dancer who applies and does not quality, then that person 
could apply for something else. 


I wonder if the member is recommending to the people who want 
to come to Canada that they can shop around in how they could 
apply to come to Canada. That is what I understood from his 
wording. I am sure that if he looked through his speech, I think he 
might find that he made a mistake and might want to rephrase what 
he said. 
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Mr. John Carmichael: Mr. Speaker, I will review my speech in 
due course, but clearly we want to protect the victims of abuse and 
take steps to ensure that newcomers to this country are not exploited 
or taken advantage of. 


In the case of that one example, we know that those who come 
here are in a vulnerable state and could be placed in a position of 
untenable stress. 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, Canada is 
outranked among western democracies only by the United States in 
terms of its high incarceration rate. Barring interventions, prison 
populations are expected to grow in the next decade by over 50%. I 
wonder if the member— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. 


We will get back to the member for Davenport. I am sure that 
members, and certainly the member for Don Valley West, will need 
to hear the question and comment. 


The hon. member for Davenport. 
® (1540) 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Mr. Speaker, the Canadian Criminal Justice 
Association has a long list of reasons describing why overcrowding 
is detrimental to the rates of prisoners being able to be reintegrated 
into Canadian society. Overcrowding impairs reintegration efforts of 
offenders and contributes to rates of recidivism. It spends vast 
quantities of resources to warehouse inmates, with negative rather 
than positive impacts, diverts resources from treatment and cripples 
the ability of the system to deliver programs and treatments in a 
timely and appropriate manner. 


What we are going to have is more overcrowding. What is there in 
the bill that solves these problems? Could the member answer that 
question? 


Mr. John Carmichael: Mr. Speaker, clearly the hon. member's 
question is outside the area I was speaking to today, but if we are 
going to provide safer streets and create crime bills that create 
deterrence, yes, there is going to be additional demand on our 
system. We are going to have to. find resolution to living with that. 


However, the mandate we have been given by the people of 
Canada is to provide safer streets for our communities and our 
families. 


Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have 
tremendous respect for the member for Mount Royal, but he spent 
his entire opportunity to speak to the bill, which he said he did not 
have enough time to speak to, in explaining why he needed more 
time to speak to the bill. I am looking forward to having my 
opportunity to speak to Bill C-10, which I think does much for the 
people across this country. 


Canada is a land of opportunity and freedoms, and we should not 
practise anything different. Many come to Canada to seek a better 
life but instead find themselves vulnerable to exploitation by 
employers. Found in vulnerable situations, they have no one to turn 
to. We should not let the vulnerable be exploited. We need to stand 
up for those who are being exploited by others. 
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I am speaking about one part of Bill C-10, which deals with 
preventing the trafficking, abuse and exploitation of vulnerable 
immigrants. It is former Bill C-56. Our government is making good 
on the commitment we made to Canadians. It is our duty to hold 
criminals accountable for their actions and to do everything we can 
to make our communities safe for law-abiding citizens who work 
hard and play by the rules. It is our duty not to let people take 
advantage of our generous immigration system. 


People in St. Catharines have said that cracking down on 
criminals and making their community safer is one of their top 
priorities. People in Niagara and across the country want and deserve 
to be able to feel safe in their homes and communities, and that 
means criminals need to be kept off the street. I have heard my 
constituents loud and clear, and I will stand up and support the bill 
because they have asked me to do so. 


The bill will not only keep our communities safe but will also 
ensure that vulnerable foreign workers who contribute to many of 
our communities are not exploited. As my hon. colleagues know, 
some temporary foreign workers may have weak language skills and 
very little money. They may have no family or friends in Canada and 
they may also fear the police and any level of government. This 
often puts them in a vulnerable position. With no one to turn to, their 
situation can place them at the mercy of those who wish to abuse 
them or exploit them. 


As the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship and 
Immigration, I have conducted consultations with employers who 
rely on the temporary foreign worker program. Almost all of them 
treat their employees with the respect and dignity they deserve, but 
some of them do not. When we talk to employers who use the 
temporary foreign worker program and entreat individuals to come 
from another country to work in this country to help provide for their 
families back home and earn a living, it is clear that there are those in 
this country who do take advantage of temporary foreign workers 
who come to Canada. 


Whether it is New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, British Columbia, 
Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Ontario or Quebec, employers 
who love and use and understand this program have developed it 
into something that is respected around the world. In my view and in 
many employers' views, the program is actually the best foreign 
Support program we could offer workers because of what it allows 
them to do in terms of bringing home the revenue they are able to 
make here. It helps their families, it helps their children go to school, 
it improves their lives with respect to their homes, and it ensures that 
their children get a college or university education. 


It is the same employers who support this program who want us to 
crack down on the employers who take advantage of those 
individuals. | 


That is exactly what the bill would do. It is what this portion of the 
bill would allow us to move forward on. The bill would help us 
protect vulnerable foreign workers by giving immigration officers 
the authority to deny work permits to those who are at risk of 
humiliating and degrading treatment, including sexual exploitation. 
The ability to deny work permits to vulnerable workers would enable 
the government to protect applicants by keeping them out of these 
types of situations. 
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Bill C-10 would actually alter the current objective in the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act, section 3. Instead of 
referring to protecting “the health and safety of Canadians”, it would 
refer to protecting “public health and safety”. 


@ (1545) 


We are not just defining the bill anymore to Canadians. We are 
extending that obligation of employers and of our government to 
those who are here on a temporary basis to seek and find 
employment and work here on behalf of their families at home. 
We are doing this because the government believes that it is our 
responsibility to protect the health and safety of individuals who not 
only apply for Canadian citizenship and permanent residence, but 
apply to work here in our country legally. 


We are committed to ensuring that Canada's immigration system 
continues to have a positive impact on our economy in society and 
that everyone who enters Canada has a fair chance to find what they 
are looking for, which is hope, safety and a new start. It does not 
make sense for the government to knowingly authorize vulnerable 
foreign nationals to enter into a potentially abusive situation. As the 
government, we will work to ensure that people who come to 
Canada can pursue their new lives without fear for their own safety. 


Bill C-10 is an important step forward to that goal. If members 
share this goal, I ask them to support this legislation. 


Preventing the trafficking, abuse and exploitation of vulnerable 
immigrants act would authorize immigration officers to refuse work 
permits to vulnerable foreign nationals when it is determined that 
they are at risk of humiliating or degrading treatment, including 
sexual exploitation or human trafficking. This is but one of ten, but a 
step in the right direction to accomplishing that. 


I would also submit that we have seen the success of the program. 
Many employers across the country call this the best foreign aid 
program this country has to offer. We have temporary foreign 
workers who come here and are able to fulfill an obligation that they 
have to themselves and to their family to provide for a stronger 
future for their families in the countries they come from. Many of 
those temporary foreign workers who come here have told me about 
how successful this program has been and what it means to them. All 
of them feel that their employers treat them in a way that makes them 
feel they are part of the organization, part of the company, part of the 
extended family. 


By putting this bill forward, we are not only suggesting to 
Canadians and to employers across this country that fair, humane 
and equal treatment is an obligation that we have, both under our 
Constitution and obviously under the Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms, but it is an obligation that we are now extending not 
just to Canadian citizens, not just to permanent residents, but to those 
who come here to work under the conditions of a permit that they 
have met the obligations of, and have a chance to work for their 
families and for themselves, to put their children through school and 
to build a better life. 
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With this bill, we would be putting in place a system that would 
actually improve a program upon which, since the 1960s, we have 
built on in this country, that has been successful and that has proven 
to be successful. In fact, with the enhancements in a small part of this 
bill, we would be preparing and providing for them in a much 
stronger and better way than we already are. 


@ (1550) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration for elaborating on one part of the bill 
that is before us. 


I would like to ask two questions pertaining to two parts of the 
bill. First, what concrete measures will ensure that temporary foreign 
workers will not be exploited? And how will the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration verify the working conditions of 
foreign workers to ensure that they are not being exploited? 


[English] 


Mr. Rick Dykstra: Mr. Speaker, I will answer the second part of 
the question first. 


Basically, our department, along with Human Resources and 
Development Canada, spends a great deal of time ensuring that those 
employers who seek to have temporary foreign workers assist them 
in their companies have it done in a manner that is clear and 
effective. Every employer must meet specific standards with respect 
to this issue. The department and the government, along with our 
provincial counterparts, ensure that 1s put into place. 


In terms of the first part of the member's question, very 
specifically, Bill C-10 would alter the current objective within the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act. Section 3(1)(h) would be 
changed from protecting the health and safety of Canadians to 
protecting public health and safety. This extends, specifically, the 
right to fair treatment and the right to the type of protection to which 
I spoke, not just to Canadians and permanent resident but to 
temporary foreign workers as well. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the problem with this particular bill is that the government has made 
a decision in its wisdom to say that it wants this, this and this. Those 
are all pieces that should have been separate pieces of legislation so 
that when the government brings forward individual pieces of 
legislation there is more legitimacy to the debate on the issue and the 
law that it is attempting to change. 


There are many things that we could be doing in terms of 
amendments to the refugee and immigration laws. 


Would the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship 
and Immigration recognize that there is so much more that could 
have been done had this been a stand-alone bill, which would have 
enabled all members to have a better engagement on what is a 
critically important issue across this country? In fact, there needs to 
be dialogue with provinces? Some provinces have actually made 
significant advancements on protecting the workers. Would the hon. 
member not agree with that? 


Mr. Rick Dykstra: Mr. Speaker, I understand the point the 
member is making. I compliment him on his appointment as critic 
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for the third party at our citizenship, immigration and multi- 
culturalism committee. I look forward to working with him on that 
committee. 


The member understands. He was here for part of the 40th 


Parliament when we introduced and passed Bill C-11, Balanced 


Refugee Reform Act and Bill C-35, the crooked consultants act, two 
pieces of significant legislation. In fact, I would argue that, aside 
from our budget, Bill C-11 was the most significant piece of 
legislation that this Parliament passed in the 40th Parliament. That 
legislation arrived in this House after second reading, went to 
committee, came back for third reading and was passed unanimously 
by the House. 


I can let the member know that we have lots in this bill that we 
want to pass. We have passed quite a bit with respect to citizenship 
and immigration. There is a lot more to come. 


@ (1555) 


Mr. Bev Shipley (Lambton—Kent—Middlesex, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Lambton—Kent—Middlesex is very much a rural riding. In 
that riding, from one end to the other, we have the great use of the 
temporary foreign workers programs. It is so significant and so 
important to our farming community, whether it is apple orchards or 
greenhouses. I have been to a number of those farm operations. The 
care that these operations provide for their temporary workers is just 
immeasurable, quite honestly, and they are the ones I want to 
compliment. 


However, these operators are also concerned about those who do 
not have protection. They want to ensure that, when a bill goes 
through, it will actually offer protection so that no foreign worker is 
being exploited. Would this bill fulfill that need? 


Mr. Rick Dykstra: Mr. Speaker, when it comes to this issue, time 
and again the member has come to speak to me about the good work 


that the employers in his riding are doing and about the importance 


the put on the treatment of foreign workers in his community. 


I want to assure the member that from a department perspective 
we will continue to work at that. As a government, we show support 
to those employers who want to follow the rules and ensure that this 
program works but for those who do not they will pay substantially 
for it. 


Ms. Chris Charlton (Hamilton Mountain, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to stand in the House today to participate in the debate on 
Bill C-10, the Conservative government's omnibus crime bill. Sadly, 
I only have 10 minutes to make my remarks, which is wholly 
inadequate for offering an in-depth analysis of each section of the 
110 page bill. | 


However, since this is second reading, the stage in a bill's passage 
during which all members are charged with providing feedback to 
the government on the principles of the legislation before us, I am 
confident that I can at least do that within the allotted timeframe. 


I will begin by stating what ought to be obvious. All members in 
the House, regardless of political party, agree that serious crime 
requires a serious response. There is absolutely no debate here. 
However, we also need to remember that the iconic statue of justice 
holds a scale in her hand for a reason: justice requires balance. It is 
that balance that is lost in the bill that is before us today. 
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My NDP colleagues from Windsor—Tecumseh and Vancouver 
Kingsway have already articulated the fact that the bill puts wedge 
politics and ideology ahead of facts and evidence. It is a point that 
bears repeating. 


It is absolutely true that we have three years of evidence now to 
prove that the violent crime rate in Canada is falling dramatically. 
We also know that there is not a single empirical study in Canada, or 
any other democracy for that matter, which proves that incarceration 
is an effective deterrent. 


On the contrary, by imposing mandatory minimums on young 
offenders and therefore sending them to jail for longer periods of 
time, we will be creating more recidivists, not less. A government 
policy that turns young offenders into hardened criminals surely 
must be seen as completely undermining the goals of any criminal 
justice reform. 


Equally absurd is the part of the bill that mandates less jail time 
for a child rapist than someone being charged with growing pot. The 
omnibus legislation would impose a one year mandatory minimum 
for sexually assaulting a child, luring a child via the Internet or 
involving a child in bestiality. All three of those offences carry 
lighter automatic sentences than those for people running medium 
sized grow-ops in rental property or on someone else's land. A 
pedophile who gets a child to watch pornography with him or 
someone who exposes himself to kids at a playground would receive 
a minimum 90 day sentence, half the term of a man convicted of 
growing six pot plants in his own home. 


I do not think there is a single constituent in my riding of 
Hamilton Mountain who would agree with either that approach or 
that outcome. However, that is what we get when, instead of looking 


at the Criminal Code as a whole, exploring reforms systematically | 


and ensuring that the same sentencing principles are applied in all 
sections of the code, we have a government that simply lumps a 
whole bunch of pre-election promises together in an act of political 
expediency. Ideologically, the government may want to be seen as 
being tough on crime but effective criminal law reform requires us to 
be smart on crime. Bill C-10 fails that test completely. 


The Canadian Bar Association would concur with my assessment. 
The association made a specific comment on the minimum 
sentencing provisions of the bill by pointing out that they fail the 
mentally ill, aboriginal people, visible minorities and the poor. 
Mandatory minimum legislation will simply clog the courts and fill 
Canadian prisons with vulnerable segments of the population. As a 
result, the Bar Association is calling on the government to reverse 
course and to allow judges leeway in applying mandatory minimums 
so that they are not imposed when it would be cruel or inappropriate. 


The CBA is spot on. It leads me to ask my Conservative 
colleagues why they are so intent on imposing a straitjacket on 
Canadian judges by so aggressively pursing mandatory minimum 
sentencing. Justice requires the ability to differentiate between 
similar offences when they are committed under completely different 
circumstances. I am not saying that judges are perfect. They are 
human and might on occasion make mistakes. However, they enjoy 
the confidence of the vast majority of Canadians. They are highly 
educated and highly trained and, therefore, are much better equipped 
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to determine appropriate sentences than any of us here in the House. 
I suggest that we allow them to do their jobs. 


There is a particular irony in the timing of the proposals contained 
in the bill with respect to mandatory minimums. While I appreciate 
that their genesis lies in the tough on crime and drugs approach 
adopted decades ago by the United States, the Conservatives are 
choosing to emulate that agenda at precisely the time that it is being 
discredited south of the border, even by Republicans, as an 
exorbitantly expensive failure. 


I will begin with the obvious. I want to reiterate the succinct 
statement made by my colleague the member for Kings—Hants: 


If putting more people in prison for longer periods of time created safer 
communities, American cities would be the safest in the world, because nobody 
incarcerates more people than the Americans. 


® (1600) 


U.S. conservatives are now recognizing their folly. Even Newt 
Gingrich, the right-wing Republican former speaker, is on the record 
now acknowledging that longer prison terms have not been effective 
deterrents. In an editorial to The Washington Post he wrote: 


Our prisons might be worth the current cost if the recidivism rate were not so 
high, but, according to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, half of the prisoners released 
this year are expected to be back in prison within three years. If our prison policies 
are failing half of the time, and we know that there are more humane, effective 
alternatives, it is time to fundamentally rethink how we treat and rehabilitate our 
prisoners. 


He then went on to praise Texas as a state that has reduced its 
prison population while keeping the public safe. He wrote: 


Several states have shown that it is possible to cut costs while keeping the public 
safe. Consider events in Texas, which is known to be tough on crime. Conservative 
Republicans joined with Democrats in adopting incentive-based funding to 
strengthen the state's probation system in 2005. Then in 2007, they decided against 
building more prisons and instead opted to enhance proven community corrections 
approaches such as drug courts. The reforms are forecast to save $2 billion in prison 
costs over five years. 


The Lone Star State has already redirected much of the money saved into 
community treatment for the mentally ill and low-level drug addicts. Not only have 
these reforms reduced Texas's prison population - helping to close the state budget 
gap - but for the first time there is no waiting list for drug treatment in the state. And 
crime has dropped 10 percent from 2004, the year before the reforms, through 2009, 
according to the latest figures available, reaching its lowest annual rate since 1973. 


Canada should heed the experience south of the border and it 
should heed the advice of Gingrich, who himself entered into this 
debate primarily because of the exigencies of rising budget deficits. 


Here in Canada, we appear to be on the brink of another recession 
and instead of investing in people and jobs, the Conservatives 
announced that they are seeking $4 billion in annual savings. 
Clearly, the government is not seeing the forest for the trees. 
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The Parliamentary Budget Officer is estimating that this new 
crime bill could double the annual prison costs from $4.4 billion to 
$9.5 billion in five years. That is an increase of $5.1 billion, while 
they are looking for savings of $4 billion in program costs 
elsewhere. 


I would urge the government to put this question to Canadians: Do 
they support the doubling of prison costs at the cost of reduced 
benefits in other programs? Or would they rather see that money 
continue to be spent on health care, job creation, employment 
insurance, adequate pensions, and education for their kids? 


I think the Prime Minister knows the answer and that is why he is 
not going to the Canadian people to offer them that choice. Instead, 
he is paying a private consultant $90,000 a day to find savings in 
other programs just so he can pay for his ideological priority of 
building more jails. It is absolutely absurd. 


Let me end where I started. I talked about the scales of justice and 
their symbolic call to all of us to strive for balance. I would therefore 
be remiss if I did not acknowledge that there are parts of this bill that 
I do support. 


I do support the initiatives to protect children from exploitation 
including sexual assault. In fact, two of the new offences that this bill 
targets came from NDP private members' bills relating specifically to 
communicating for the purposes of luring a child. As I said before, 
we part ways when the government's solution focuses simplistically 
on creating additional mandatory minimums. 


I also agree with putting victims rights into law. I would argue that 
this is long overdue. 


I supported legislation in the last Parliament that blocked Karla 
Homolka from getting a pardon. 


However, the additional changes proposed to the pardon system in 
this bill are neither rational nor evidence-based and they fail to put 
public safety first. That, to me, must be the basis for evaluating the 
entire omnibus bill. Failing that test, I cannot possibly vote in favour 
of the current bill. 


® (1605) 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I wonder 
if my hon. colleague is aware of a recent article by Mr. Peter Blaikie 
who is one of the founding partners of the well-known Montreal law 
firm, Heenan Blaikie, and a former president of the Progressive 
Conservative Party of Canada. In an article on August 2 in The 
Gazette he stated: 

A civilized, effective system of justice should have two overriding objectives: to 
protect society, perhaps forever, from the truly dangerous and, while punishing the 
others, using every possible effort to rehabilitate them, turning them into productive 
citizens. The government’s approach, in effect and almost certainly in intention, 
reverses these objectives. It is all stick and no carrot. It even abandons the highly 


successful, self-sustaining, century-old program of prison farms, which taught 
generations of inmates critical life skills. 


I would like her comments on this. 


Ms. Chris Charlton: Mr. Speaker, as I said at the outset, when 
people actually start to look at the legislation, it is incredible how 
many are astounded at the lack of balance in the omnibus crime bill. 


The member is absolutely right. It is always delicious in the House 
when a member quotes another Conservative and I appreciate him 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 27, 2011 


doing that. It is perhaps one of the more fun moments that we get to 
enjoy in this place. However, it is an important piece of legislation 
and we should not make light of it. 


The reality is that this bill does nothing for the victims of crime in 
terms of preventing crime from happening in the first place. If we are 
serious about wanting to help victims, we have to ensure they do not 
get victimized in the first place. 


I would have liked to have seen provisions for expanded programs 
to deal with mental health issues, poverty, and all of the root causes 
of crime. Of course, none of that is in there. Instead, we are 
downloading prison costs to over-burdened provinces that cannot 
possibly deal with the additional demands that are made on their 
prison system. 


As I said at the outset, there is absolutely no balance in the bill. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Robert Aubin (Trois-Rivières, NDP): Mr. Speaker, while I 
understand the political jousting that consists of vilifying the 
opposition by saying it plans to vote against certain parts of the bill, I 
would like to hear my colleague's opinion on this bill's general 
approach. It seems to pit victims and offenders against one another, 
as though each of these groups could not find within a bill any 
essential elements to improve safety. 


I feel as though the government is creating a false sense of 
security with this bill. On the one hand, by imposing minimum 
sentences without coming up with any solutions to rehabilitate 
offenders, once those sentences are over, we will be no further ahead. 


[English] 


Ms. Chris Charlton: Mr. Speaker, the member is absolutely right, 
there is nothing in the bill that talks about investments in 
rehabilitation. | 


As I said in my speech, all of us in this House, no matter which 
side of the floor we sit on, believe that serious crimes must be dealt 
with seriously. There is absolutely no disagreement. We all want our 
communities to be safe communities. However, let us look at the 
crime statistics. We know that crime has gone down over the last 20 
years successively. That is true both for property crimes and for 
things like murder and assault. 


The member is absolutely right to point out that what we need to 
do when we are dealing with the criminal justice system is to, first of 
all, deal with it holistically. We need to ensure that we deal with both 
the criminals and the victims in a way that is fair, that allows for 
rehabilitation in our prison system, and that we are not just adding 
cost without any benefit in creating a better justice system. 
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[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): We have enough time 
for one brief question and one brief response. The hon. member for 
Sudbury. 

[English] 

Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, one thing 
we have been hearing over and over when it comes to everything 
else that the government talks about is cost. The Conservatives talk 
about it being costed in their election platform and costed here and 
there. However, there is absolutely nothing. coming from the 
Conservatives that relates to the cost of the bill. Our justice critic 
has put the question to the minister and we did not get an answer. I 
would like to hear the member's comments. 


Ms. Chris Charlton: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member for Sudbury 
was here in the last Parliament when the Conservative government 
actually denied us access to the costing of its previous round of 
crime bills. 


We know that prison costs are up 86% since the Conservatives 
took power. By 2013-14, the federal prison budget will almost 
double to over $3 billion. This evidence exposes a real question of 
priorities. If the government is belt-tightening everywhere else, why 
1s the opposite true here? 


Mr. John Williamson (New Brunswick Southwest, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to speak to Bill C-10, Safe Streets 
and Communities Act. 


Hon. members will know that over five years ago our government 
made a promise to Canadians. We pledged to keep them safe and 
secure. 


[Translation] 


This bill builds on the work our government has already 
undertaken to more fully hold offenders to account for their actions 
and to stand up for victims. 


[English] 


Victims have always been central to our government's crime 
reduction agenda. With that in mind, I would like to devote my 
remarks today to discuss a very important component of Bill C-10 
which deals with victims of terrorism. 


[Translation] 


The threat of terrorism is a reality for Canadians. It is not a distant 
concept or something that only happens in far corners of the globe. 


[English] 


The reality is that terrorism can happen. It has happened right here 
on our soil and Canadians can be, and are, also targeted by terrorist 
organizations when they are living, working, and travelling in other 
countries. 


Since September 2001, 195 Canadians have fallen victim to 
terrorism. This year, on the tenth anniversary of the September 11 
attacks, we remember the 24 Canadians killed that brutal morning. 


In 2002, two Canadians were killed in the Bali bombings. Another 
individual killed by terrorists in Indonesia that day was my friend, 
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Peter Record, a 32-year old British citizen. Peter was like any typical 
Canadian. He liked the outdoors, he enjoyed a pint of ale, but instead 
of hockey was a big rugby fan. Peter and I worked together in Hong 
Kong, and on that tragic day in 2002, he was vacationing in Bali 
when he was killed by a bomb. For me, this is a striking reminder 
that a terrorist attack is not something that only happens to the 
friends and families of others. Indeed, this is a global threat and 
Canada must do its part to protect its citizens. 


In 2003, a year later, two Canadians were killed in the bombing of 
the United Nations headquarters in Baghdad. A Canadian diplomat 
was killed in Afghanistan in 2006 in an attack on a Canadian convey. 
Two years later, in 2008, four Canadians were killed and injured in 
the Bombay attacks, and another two Canadian aid workers were 
ambushed and killed by the Taliban in Afghanistan. 


[Translation] 


In 2009, an explosion in Kandahar City claimed the life of a 
Canadian journalist. More recently, in 2011, two Canadian citizens 
were killed in a café attack in Morocco. One hundred and fifty seven 
members of the Canadian Forces have been killed combatting 
terrorism while serving in the Afghanistan mission. 


[English] 


To this day, terrorism continues to threaten the lives of innocent 
citizens in Canada and around the world. A number of international 
and domestic extremist groups are present in Canada. Some engage 
in terrorist activities here or support terrorism beyond Canada's 
borders. Some have worked to manipulate or coerce members of 
Canadian society into advancing extremist causes hostile to our 
nation and our nation's values. Terrorism is a serious and persistent 
threat to the security of Canada and its citizens. 


@ (1615) 


[Translation] 


This government is committed to protecting Canada from 
terrorism and keeping its citizens safe in their communities. Ensuring 
the safety and security of all Canadians is a commitment our 
government takes seriously. 


[English] 


The bill before us today is another important initiative to 
strengthen our country's national security network. 


Bill C-10 would complement our exiting counterterrorism 
measures by deterring terrorism, responding to the needs of victims 
of terrorism and demonstrating Canada's leadership in acting against 
the perpetrators and supporters of terrorism around the world. 


. Indeed, Bill C-10 would constitute another important instrument in 


our efforts to deter this global threat. 


I would like to take this opportunity to provide members with an 
overview of the provisions contained in Bill C-10, which pertain to 
victims of terrorism and explain how our government proposes to 
respond to their needs. 
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To achieve these goals, Bill C-10 would allow victims of terrorism 
to sue, in a Canadian court, perpetrators of terrorist acts and their 
supporters, provided the victims could demonstrate a real and 
substantial connection between their actions in Canada. 


Specifically, Bill C-10 would allow victims of terrorism to file a 
court case against perpetrators of terror, such terrorist entity listed 
under the Criminal Code, or other persons or organizations that 
carried out a terrorist attack. In addition, a legal case could be 
brought against individuals, entities or listed states which provide 
and support to a terrorist entity. 


If the loss or damage occurs outside Canada, there must be a real 
and substantial connection to this country. This legislation would be 

retroactive to January 1, 1985, in order to allow victims of terrorism 
| to seek redress for loss and damage that occurred as a result of a 
terrorist act committed anywhere in the world on or after that date. 
Allowing victims to terrorism to sue for past events would send a 
message to perpetrators and supporters of terror that Canada would 
hold them liable for their actions. 


To allow for legal action against listed states, Bill C-10 would 
amend the State Immunity Act to lift the immunity of states that were 
supporters of terrorism. Lifting a state's immunity is a decision that 
cannot be taken lightly, as it may have significant impacts on 
Canada's international relations, interests and foreign policy. 


This bill would create a robust mechanism for determining 
whether a foreign state should be listed as a supporter of terrorism. 
The Governor-in-Council, on the recommendation of the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, in consultation with the Minister of Public Safety, 
would be able to add a state to the list if there were reasonable 
grounds to believe that the state supported, or had supported, a 
terrorist entity listed under the Criminal Code. 


Using the list of terrorist entities under the Criminal Code is an 
adequate criterion to justify the listing of a foreign state since the 
Criminal Code list is determined through a rigorous analytical 
process. There are currently 44 listed entities. 


Let me assure members that the government will take all the 
appropriate precautions to minimize any potential negative impact 
on Canadian trade, or foreign relations or threats to Canadian 
personnel, interests and citizens abroad when listing and delisting 
States. 


Bill C-10 would also establish a review mechanism to ensure the 
timely removal of states from the list if they were determined to no 
longer support terrorism. Here, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, in 
consultation with the Minister of Public Safety, would review the list 
every two years to determine whether a state should remain on the 
list and whether other countries should be added to the list. 


Also, a listed state could apply to be removed by submitting a 
written application to this effect. Once this application was received, 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Minister of Public Safety 
would decide whether there were reasonable grounds to recommend 
to the Governor-in-Council that the state no longer be listed. 


Bill C-10 would do more than just create a cause of legal action 
for victims of terrorism. It would also allow plaintiffs who had 
received a judgment in their favour to request assistance from the 
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Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Minister of Public Safety in 
identifying and locating in Canada the property of a foreign state 
against which a judgment had been rendered. Such assistance would 
have to fall within the mandates of those ministers and would be: 


provided to the extent reasonably practical, unless doing so would be 


detrimental to Canada's interests. 


These provisions would strike a balance to allow the Government 
of Canada to help victims in real and tangible ways, while 
safeguarding Canada's standing in the international community. 


Finally, Bill C-10 also calls for the recognition of foreign 
judgments by Canadian courts in favour of victims of terrorism. 


Bill C-10 is yet another indication of our determination to give 
victims not only a voice, but legal means to seek justice against those 
who caused them harm. This is the latest tool in our growing arsenal 
to deal with the threats of the safety of Canadians both here at home 
and abroad. 


I urge all hon. members to support Bill C-10 in order to provide 
justice for victims and punishment for terrorists perpetrators and 
supporters of terrorism. 


© (1620) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. member for 
his speech and ask him a question. 


I am aware of the work that he did previously as the president of 
the Canadian Taxpayers Federation. One of my biggest concerns 
about Bill C-10 is the fact that we do not know how much it will cost 
the provinces. We do know that the bill will cost the federal and 
provincial governments a significant amount of money, particularly 
because of minimum sentences. 


Can the hon. member give us an idea of how much will be 
covered by the provinces and how much will be covered by the 
federal government, and can he tell me what he thinks of a 
government that cannot give us an answer in this regard? 


[English] 


Mr. John Williamson: Mr. Speaker, the member's question does 
not really address the issues I have raised today, but let me touch on 
it nonetheless. It is clear there is a cost to society when crime is 
allowed to happen and is not deterred. Our government is simply 
taking steps to reduce crime thereby saving society money. 


I will touch on the comments by the Minister of Justice earlier 
today. It is ironic that the only time the official opposition seems to 
be concerned about spending initiatives is when it comes to the 
protection and safety of Canadians. 
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Regarding this aspect of Bill C-10, this measure would give rights 
to the victims of terrorism to seek help or redress in the courts. This 
is not an area that will end up costing the Government of Canada 
huge sums of money. We are acting to facilitate victims of terrorism 
so they can seek justice in our courts for what happens here or 
around the world. : 


Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. 


Speaker, my question is in a similar vein to the previous one. I 
know the member is an economist, but he also used to work for an 
organization that took every opportunity to be against higher 
government spending in favour of lower taxes. 


Bill C-10 involves higher government spending, not the usual 
kind that is explicit and honestly stated, but hidden government 
spending. We have a situation where it may be $3 billion, or $10 
billion or whatever numbers of billions of additional expenditures on 
prisons and the government refuses to give us any idea of what that 
additional cost is. 


I have nothing against most of what the member said in terms of 
the ability of victims of terrorism to sue, that does not even cost 
much money, but the overall bill costs an unknown number of 
billions of dollars possibly ranging into tens of billions. Therefore, 
one might like something if it costs $1 billion, but not like it if it 
costs $12 billion. 


How can the member possibly justify the government giving no 
information to Canadians on the cost of this legislation? 


Mr. John Williamson: Mr. Speaker, the group I used to work for, 
the Canadian Taxpayers Federation, was primarily opposed to 
wasteful government spending, which is an altogether different thing 
than opposing all government spending. 


On that note the member has a valid point. For example, the long 
gun registry sounded like a great idea when we were told it would 
cost $2 million, but when the price tag hit $2 billion, suddenly 
Canadians no longer agreed with it. The member is correct. 
Governments can waste money and often do. 


Again, when it comes to the bill, documents were tabled that 
outlined some of the costs, but we also want to step back here. The 
Minister of Public Safety has pointed out in the media that his own 
department thought some of the provisions we enacted would 
increase the prison population to 16,000 when it had gone to 14,800. 
By getting tough on crime, it is the repeat offenders who are serving 
time in jail longer as opposed to us locking up more and more 
Canadians, which seems to be a concern of the opposition. 


This is a reasonable bill, which addresses the concerns of 
Canadians. Yes, there is a cost to it, but there is a greater cost to 
society when government sits back and allows crime to happen 
without it being punished. 


© (1625) 
[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): It is my duty, 
pursuant to Standing Order 38, to inform the House that the 
questions to be raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as 
follows: the hon. member for Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, The Environ- 
ment; the hon. member for Nanaimo—Cowichan, Poverty. 
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[En glish] 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the sweeping omnibus crime bill tabled by the government 
will have one clear result, and that is thousands more will be 
incarcerated, billions more will be spent on prisons and aboriginal 
Canadians will be most at risk. 


This “jail everyone” policy shift contradicts testimony by experts 
and sound recommendations from countless national reviews on how 
to reduce the number of aboriginals committing crimes or who are 
the victims of crime. | 


While only 3% of Canadians are aboriginals, they constitute 22% 
of prison populations, nine times the national average. 


I cannot even hear myself speak, Mr. Speaker. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The member for 
Edmonton—Strathcona has the floor. I am sure that members will be 
interested to hear. It is difficult to do that when there is so much 
noise in the chamber. 


The hon. member for Edmonton—Strathcona. 


Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I do not appreciate the caustic 
comments coming back at my request for consideration. 


This policy shift to jail everyone contradicts testimony by experts 
and the sound recommendations from countless national reviews on 
how to reduce the number of aboriginals committing crimes or who 
are the victims of crime. While only 3% of Canadians are aboriginal, 
they constitute 22% of the prison populations, nine times the 
national : average. In 2008, one in four people identifying as 
aboriginal was in provincial or territorial sentence custody. In 
Nunavut, prisons are so crowded prisoners are sent away from the 
community to serve their sentences. They are dislocated from any 


community support. The long-standing housing shortage in Nunavut 


may soon be perversely solved through expanded jails. 


Yet only 2% of the federal prison budget is spent on aboriginal 
programs. While the Canadian Human Rights Commission decries 
the government's failure to offer rehabilitation for aboriginal 
inmates, the government continues to cut effective programs, 
including prison farms and healing circles. 
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National Chief Shawn Atleo has told us that aboriginal high 
school students are more likely to be incarcerated than to graduate. 
Aboriginal youth face a 14% unemployment rate. Aboriginal women 
suffer more than twice the rate of unemployment than non-aboriginal 
Canadians. 


The Samson Cree first nation faces an unemployment rate of 53%, 
high levels of substance abuse, marked increase in gang activity, and 
among the highest rates of incarceration per population of any first 
nation in this country. 


A task force of first nations, RCMP and government agencies 
examined the root causes and recommended a number of measures. 
At the top of the list was a youth centre to stream vulnerable youth 
away from the incubating of gangs, yet they were told the 
government does not fund recreation centres for aboriginals. 


Aboriginal women make up a whopping one-third of women in 
custody. Federal correctional investigator Howard Sapers has 
reported systemic discrimination against aboriginal women prison- 
ers. He has reported that they do not receive timely access to 
rehabilitation programs which hinders their community integration. 
Given the percentage of women imprisoned, that is likely having a 
significant impact on aboriginal communities. 


Anyone who commits a crime must face justice, but is it not 
equally important to take action to prevent involvement in criminal 
activities? 


As the majority of prisoners are released back into the community, 
and as the intended result of this legislation is to imprison more 
people, is it not important that greater attention be given to 
rehabilitation programming? Is that not important to reduce the risk 
of reoffending and thus reduce more victims of crime? Instead of 
building more jails, why not invest more in education and job 
creation for aboriginal Canadians? 


Aboriginal people are also victims of crime and deserve informed, 
effective strategies to protect their communities and their streets. 


According to Statistics Canada, in 2009, 37% of aboriginals age 
15 or older in the provinces have suffered violent victimization 
compared to only 26% among non-aboriginals. Twelve per cent of 
aboriginal people have been victims of violent crime compared to 
5% of other Canadians. In 2009, 67,000 or 13% of aboriginal 
women reported being a victim of one or more violent crimes. The 
number of aboriginal women reporting incidents of spousal violence 
was two times more than non-aboriginal women. The number of 
missing and murdered aboriginal women continues to rise. 


In assuming the portfolio as aboriginal affairs and northern 
development critic for my party, I have taken the time to review 
reports by the Auditor General. Sixteen reports over two decades 
have raised significant issues regarding the federal response to rising 
aboriginal health, housing, education and employment disparities. 
Aboriginal affairs reports that aboriginal people are four times more 
likely to live in crowded dwellings and in poor conditions. 


Sheila Fraser advised that she was profoundly disappointed to 
note that despite federal action in response to her recommendations, 
a disproportionate number of first nations people still lacked the 
most basic services that other Canadians take for granted. In her 
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words, “In a country as rich as Canada, this disparity is 
unacceptable”. She called for action on structural impediments to 
services. Nowhere in her report does she call for the construction of 
yet more prisons to address this disparity. 


© (1630) 


The government has committed, under the Canada-First Nations 
Joint Action Plan, to address disparities in education, jobs and 
governance. It is unclear whether similar commitments will be 
extended to Inuit and Métis Canadians. The question to ask is, what 
new fiscal commitments are being made to deliver on these 
promises? 


The government has yet to table in the House the projected costs 
of the prison expansions needed under Bill C-10. It has also not yet 
revealed if there will be cuts to the Department of Aboriginal Affairs 
and Northern Development. In. the last budget the government cut 
support for the healing centres. As many provinces are facing 
significant deficits, the downloading of prison expansion costs will 
have implications for their programs, such as for addictions and fetal 
alcohol syndrome. 


Alberta already has faced public displeasure over the decision to 
cut its restorative justice program. Municipalities are begging for 
support for housing. Sadly, a good percentage of the Edmonton 
murders recently are related to mental health and homelessness. One 
victim was murdered as he slept on a bench. He was slated to move 
into his first home the next day after 20 years of living on the street. 


The situation in which far too many aboriginals find themselves 
growing up fosters criminal activity and abuse. Why not respond to 
the myriad commission reports calling for increased investments in 
housing, in youth programs, in schools, and addictions counselling, 
and reduce the probability of yet more victims of crime? Why not 
invest in programs that may provide a ray of hope instead of 
legislation and policies that merely entrench despair? 


The Auditor General and many others have offered constructive 
measures. It is time for the government to respond. 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member will no doubt know that the City of Edmonton 
is currently facing a murder epidemic. There have been 38 murders 
in the City of Edmonton in this calendar year alone, more than in any 
other city in Canada. I am curious as to why she and her party are 
opposed to the government's safe street and communities agenda, 
given that crime is out of control in the city in which both she and I 
live? 
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Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I am fully aware of the murder 
rate in my city and it is reprehensible. What Edmontonians want is 
action by the federal government and all governments, including the 
police forces and all government departments and agencies to 
prevent more violent crime. It provides little redress to the victim of 
a crime that we are going to incarcerate somebody after the fact. 


As I mentioned, there is the very sad case of a mentally troubled 
individual allegedly causing a fire in a building and causing the 
death of someone. A number of homeless people are being murdered 
on the streets as they are sleeping. This calls for a much broader 
response than simply locking people up on a minimum mandatory 
sentence. 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
am very sensitive to many of the comments made by New 
Democratic members on this bill. However, in the September 21 
issue of the Winnipeg Sun, I was quite surprised to read the NDP 
government's position on this bill. Gord Mackintosh, whom I have 
known personally for a number of years, stated that they strongly 
urge all parties in Ottawa to support this crime bill and to support it 
expeditiously. In fact, Mr. Mackintosh indicated that the bill does not 
go far enough. 


Has the NDP government caucus in Manitoba had any 
consultation with the member's caucus as to what its position 
actually is on Bill C-10? Could her party share with the House what 
those costs might be, for example, in the province of Manitoba? 


Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I am sure the members of my 
caucus who are from Manitoba regularly speak to their provincial 
counterparts. I would not deign to step on their toes. I am busy 
enough dealing with the Alberta government. 


I cannot speak to the details on that question except to say it is a 
pretty broad-brushed question to ask what further can be done in all 
the provisions of the bill. My colleagues have been very clear on the 
parts of the bill we do support, and that is to expedite the provisions 
relating to the protection of children from pornography and assault, 
and in fact to hold off on measures such as mandatory sentencing for 
youth who might be caught with five marijuana plants. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
mandatory minimums, which have been universally condemned by 
everyone with expertise in public policy and criminology, have now 
had an additional criticism laid against them from evidence in the 
United States. The New York Times reported on September 25 that 
mandatory minimums are now increasing plea bargains, that 
prosecutors are taking all the powers that judges used to have and 
it is actually resulting in criminals getting lighter sentences than they 
would have had, had their cases gone to trial. 


I would be grateful for any comments from the member for 
Edmonton—Strathcona. 


Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, as my colleagues stated earlier, 
many in the U.S. government, both at the state and the federal levels, 
are raising questions about the past policies of the U.S. government 
and are moving toward the kind of measures we are proposing which 
are to prevent crime. 
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Indeed, we need to reconsider the elected members making the 
decisions on what the appropriate sentence should be and instead 
rely on the judges and prosecutors who hear the details of each case. 


Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the excellent 
speech of my colleague from Edmonton—Strathcona brought 
forward what is truly one of the parts of this legislation which the 
government has failed to talk about, which is the impact on 
aboriginal people. 


Certainly my colleague has explained this at length, but I would 
like to hear more about how this legislation leaves out people who 
are often the most negatively impacted as a result of the inequality 


that exists in our society. They often end up in the correctional 


system without the services, without prevention, and without the 
needed supports. Obviously it is a major gap and we hear nothing 
about this from the government. It has a fiduciary obligation to first 
nations and aboriginal peoples. 


I would certainly like to hear from the member how the 
government is letting go of that obligation and leaving aboriginal 
people out in the cold. 


Ms. Linda Duncan: Mr. Speaker, the hon. member for Churchill 
has been strident in the House in speaking on behalf of the rights and 
interests of aboriginal communities, including those in her own 
riding. She spoke out stridently against cutting the healing centre 
funding. There is no substance to the apology to our aboriginal 
communities, our first nations, if we do not come forward with 
substantive programs. 


Absolutely, I have been sitting in here today and have heard no 
mention whatsoever of the consideration to our aboriginal 
Canadians. We need to be, not only in sentencing, giving due 
consideration to their plight and the impact on them from residential 
schools, their poverty and so forth. Also, we need to know what the 
government will do to invest in providing additional programs to 
help make aboriginal Canadians part of our economy. 
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Mr. David Wilks (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
as I begin my statement today, I will say that, as a retired member of 
the RCMP, I am proud to be part of a government that is putting 
forth legislation to assist police officers across Canada in serious 
investigations. More so, I am extremely proud that we are putting the 
rights of victims of crime before that of the people who commit the 
crime. 


I am very pleased today to have an opportunity to speak to the safe 
streets and communities act and also to talk a bit about the good 
work our government has been doing to keep our streets and 
communities safer for Canada's law-abiding families. 


As we know, the legislation in this comprehensive bill, which 
encompasses nine bills that have been brought before Parliament at 
various times since 2007, is not new to Canadians. In fact, this 
legislation has already had 79 full hours of debate in this place and 
has been studied in committee for 123 hours. All together, that is 
more than eight straight days spent considering common sense 
legislation. 


1538 


Government Orders 


Furthermore, in the election this past spring, we were very clear 
that, if elected, a strong, stable, national, majority Conservative 
government would bring legislation before the House in this manner. 
I am pleased and proud that Canadians saw fit to give us a strong 
mandate to carry on with our work. 


I am also hopeful that members of the opposition will do the right 
thing and help us pass this important legislation. 


As several of my hon. colleagues have pointed out, since taking 
office our government has not wavered from our commitment to 
crack down on crime and continue working to put the safety and 
security of Canadians at the forefront of our law and order agenda. 


Hon. members will know that our government told Canadians, 


when it was first elected, that we would do things differently than the — 


previous Liberal government. In fact, we have taken action on a 
number of fronts. 


We said we that would get tough on crime. We have delivered. We 
said that we would ensure that people convicted of serious gun 
crimes would be given serious sentences. We have delivered. We 
said that we would take action to give law enforcement the tools it 
needed to do its jobs. We have delivered. In fact, we have taken steps 
to augment police forces and to help in efforts to improve 
recruitment for law enforcement agencies. For example, in 2008, 
we committed $400 million for the police officer recruitment fund to 
assist provinces and territories in hiring additional police officers. 


That is a significant federal contribution to provincial and 
municipal policing costs over a five year period, and it supports 
the efforts of these jurisdictions to recruit new police officers in order 
to target local crimes and make communities safer. 


On the legislative side, we have passed legislation targeting gang 
violence and organized crime by addressing issues such as gang 
murders, drive-by shootings and additional protection for police 
officers. 


We have passed legislation to end the shameful practice of giving 
two for one or even three for one credit for criminals in pre- 
sentencing custody. This change will help ensure that offenders serve 
sentences that truly reflect the severity of their crimes. 


We have also passed legislation to help reform the pardon system, 
and Bill C-10 contains further measures to eliminate pardons for 
serious crimes including those who sexually abuse the most 
vulnerable citizens in society, our children. 


As well, we have passed legislation to strengthen the National Sex 
Offender Registry and the National DNA Data Bank in order to 
better protect our children and other vulnerable members of our 
society from sexual predators. This change means that police officers 
can now use the Sex Offender Registry as an effective tool to 
investigate and, hopefully, prevent crimes. 


We also recently passed legislation that eliminates accelerated 
parole review, ensuring that drug dealers and white collar fraudsters 
are no longer eligible for release on day parole after one-sixth of 
their sentence. 
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We also have ended the faint hope clause so that persons 
convicted of first degree murder serve their entire parole eligibility 
period in prison. 


Clearly, our government has done a lot to help ensure that 
criminals are fully held to account for their actions and to keep our 
streets and communities safe. 
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Over the last three years, our government has done what it said it 
would do to keep Canadians safe in their homes and communities. 
We have done that because we said that we would help the victims of 
those crimes. I will talk a bit about that now. 


First, with a great deal of this legislation, we are recognizing the 
harm done to victims in this country by serious violent crime. We are 
delivering tangible action to help make them part of the corrections 
process, as well as help them to seek redress for what they have 
suffered. 


As we know, the repercussions of crime extend far beyond the act 
that the victim of crime will suffer at the time. The repercussions 
extend for years into the future, causing financial, emotional and 
even psychological impacts. As well, for the victims of crime, 
regardless of how long one works to try to come to terms with what 
has happened, the act of crime and the long-lasting impact it has on 
the victims will, invariably, last a lifetime. With that act of crime, the 
victims' life, as they know it, is effectively taken from them and 
replaced with one of ongoing distress, the effect of which could be 
multiplied by the changes in conditions for their attacker. That is 
why the safe streets and communities act includes provisions to 
ensure that victims are actively included in the corrections process. 


For example, the safe streets and communities act would enshrine 
in law a victim's participation in Parole Board of Canada hearings. 
That means it would be formally recognized that a victim must be 
included and heard in the process by which an offender is considered 
for conditional release into the community. 


Also included in the safe streets and communities act are 
provisions that would ensure victims are kept better informed about 
what is happening with the offender in the corrections system. These 
provisions would specifically deal with how offenders are behaving 
while they are incarcerated, whether they are adhering to their 
correctional plan and if they are being transferred to a lower security 
institution. By keeping victims better informed about the behaviour, 
movements and potential release of offenders, we would ensure that 
victims are more fully engaged in the overall corrections process. 


It is not as a mere formality or acknowledgement of what they 
have suffered. Ensuring that victims are actively involved in the 
corrections process is essential for both their healing and well-being. 
It also demonstrates to offenders the true nature of the harm they 
have done to society, which is a necessary part of the rehabilitation 
process. 
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Another way that safe streets and communities act is standing up 
for victims is the provision that would allow victims to sue 
perpetrators and supporters of terrorism and hold them accountable 
for their actions. The legislation would create an action where the 
victim could sue, in a Canadian court, an individual or a listed state 
that was responsible for actions of terrorism by which that individual 
had been directly affected. This is something in which Canada is 
leading the way and a new way in which criminals and terrorists 
could be held accountable and no longer act with impunity outside 
the law. 


We hope that the opposition will support this legislation as we 
work to deliver better tools to help victims seek redress from the 
crimes committed against them. As well, by bringing victims more 
formally into the corrections process, it is our aim to protect the 
rights of victims and continue to take action to put the safety and 
security of Canadians, including victims, at the forefront of the way 
that corrections is handled in our great country. 


I will end my speech by calling on the NDP to support this 
important legislation and stop its pattern of putting the rights of 
criminals ahead of the rights of law-abiding citizens. 


@ (1650) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Eve Péclet (La Pointe-de-l'Île, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to hear what the hon. member has to say about the fact that, at its 
annual meeting on August 13 and 14, 2011, the Canadian Bar 
Association adopted a resolution that states: 

… WHEREAS mandatory minimum sentences remove judicial discretion from the 


sentencing process, precluding sentencing judges from balancing all the factors of 
the case and imposing a one-size-fits-all solution to dispositions; 


... WHEREAS mandatory minimum sentences disproportionately impact already 
disadvantaged populations, including Aboriginal people; 


I would like to add youth to that. 


I would like the hon. member to comment on the resolution 
adopted by the Canadian Bar Association. 
[English] 

Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, with regard to minimum 
sentencing, police officers across Canada have been looking forward 
to this legislation for a long time. They understand that there is a 
certain segment of society that requires incarceration and the bill 
would supply that to those people who need incarceration. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
will begin by citing a couple of quotes. The first quote comes from 
the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism on 
May 27, 1998, when he stated: 


I begin by condemning this government for allowing itself to trample on 
democracy and democratic deliberation.... 


He was referring to time allocation, among other things. 


This quote on June 10, 2003 comes from the member for 
Edmonton Southwest, who said: 


The purpose of the institution of Parliament is supposed to be a deliberative 
assembly. When we shut down debate, we eliminate the whole purpose for the 
institution in the first place. 


What is the government doing here? It has taken a bunch of bills 
and put them into one, which we call Bill C-10, and now it is putting 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1590 


Government Orders 


a time limitation that prevents members of Parliament from being 
able to talk on each and every, what should be, separate bills. What 
would those members have said back then about government action? 


I would suggest that what is being forced upon the opposition 
today is most unfair and not very well principled when it comes to 
the democratic principles of the House of Commons. 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, as I said at the beginning of my 
speech, this legislation has already spent 79 full hours of debate in 
this place, not including today. It has been studied at committee for 
123 hours for a total of 8 days. I believe that we have studied the bill 
long enough. 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member for Kootenay—Columbia opened his remarks 


_ Indicating support for the bill based on his experience as a retired 


RCMP officer. What specific measures in the bill would add to the 
police toolbox as they continue their fight against crime? 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, with regard to what will assist in 
this, certainly the sex offender registry data bank will help. Police 
officers across Canada would be able to follow where those people 
are if they should move. The DNA bank will also be very helpful for 
investigations should an offender commit a crime that needs to be 
determined at a later date. With DNA evidence, they can do that. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Robert Aubin (Trois-Rivières, NDP): Mr. Speaker, once 
again, I heard my colleague call for the NDP to support this bill. 


My question is very simple. Would the member agree to split up 
the bill so that we can speak with one voice on issues on which we 
all agree, and then try to build bridges for issues on which we are 
divided? 


[English] 


Mr. David Wilks: Mr. Speaker, as I said before, since 2007, a 
number of these bills have come before the House and they have all 
been debated at great length. We believe it is time now, with Bill 
C-10, to push these forward. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
am rising for the second time on this bill. As we are aware, the 
motion that is currently before the House is the one from the third 
party in the House. It recommends that the bill deferred for an 
extended period of time for a number of reasons. With regard to that, 
it is an appropriate motion given the complexity of the bill, so it 
would be one that my party would be prepared to support. 


It is obvious that the government will not to back off on this bill. 
Therefore, I would like to make a few other comments with regard to 
its approach, both what we have seen with the time allocation motion 
that it brought before and now passed in the House and the 
propensity for the Conservatives to further curtail debate in 
committee and perhaps when the bill comes back to the House at 
report stage and third reading. If this is any indication of the nature in 
which they will govern with a majority, it certainly strikes at the very 
foundation of the principles of democracy that the House is supposed 
to encompass. We will wait to see how the Conservatives will handle 
it at committee and when it comes back to the House, but I approach 
the bill in the way they have approached it, with a great deal of 
foreboding. 
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With regard to the contents of the history of the bill itself, in its 
various other incarnations, we have heard the statistics about the 
amount of debate that has taken place on this. The interesting part is 
a number of the recommendations that were passed with majority 
votes in committee and in the House have been ignored by the 
government. That certainly does not bode well for the democracy in 
our country. 


In particular, I want to address the bill that dealt with the sexual . 


abuse of children. That part of the bill, which we see encompassed in 
the larger bill today, had a great deal of debate. We took a good deal 
of evidence at the justice committee and it ultimately came out of the 
justice committee with only a couple of minor amendments. The bill 
basically created several new offences, which had support from all 
four parties at that time. In fact, two of the major new endeavours in 
that regard, around criminalizing the luring of children and the 
grooming of children for potential sexual victims, came out of NDP 
private member's bills over a number of years, which the government 
had latched onto and encompassed into what was Bill C-54 in the 
last Parliament. 


We were quite supportive of that. The use of grooming techniques 
is well known. Psychologists and psychiatrists have taught us very 
clearly what to look for in that regard. Therefore, both the NDP 
private member's bill and the government bill took that into account 
and prohibited a number of types of conduct and imposed penalties if 
that conduct was deemed to have occurred and people were 
convicted of it. 


We had concerns with that part of Bill C-54 in the sense that there 
were unintended consequences that I believed would occur with the 
mandatory minimums that the Conservatives imposed. We rarely 
have judges who are prepared to not sentence people who are 
convicted of these sexual abuses of children to time in prison. The 
difficulty I had with the bill was that a number of the mandatory 
minimums, taking away that discretion from the court as to how to 
best and perhaps more severely deal with the offenders, were being 
taken away and very rigid penalties were being imposed. I believe in 
some cases the result would be that we would see judges hesitating 
to impose more severe penalties because the mandatory minimums 
had now been set by the legislature. 
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However, we ultimately concluded, as a party, that we would 
allow this bill to go forward because of the new crimes that were 
being committed. This is really where we were going to make our 
children, our grandchildren, safer, by prohibiting that kind of 
conduct and allowing our police, prosecutors and judges to identify, 
convict and sentence on those types of offences. 


We were quite supportive of that. 


Also additional provisions were given to the judges in terms of the 
type of penalties they could impose, expanding them from beyond 
just the penalties that sentence them to prisons, but to also, when 
they came out, limiting access to the Internet, for instance. Only 
under supervised circumstances would they be able to have access to 
children. Those provisions were badly needed to expand the ability 
of our judges to control conduct after a person was released. Those 
were very good provisions, again, ones that we had suggested earlier 
on. 
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We are quite supportive of that kind of approach. Again, I have 
some reservation with regard to the mandatory minimums because 
they may have just the opposite consequence of what the 
government intends. 


However, it is more important to get that law into place. 
Therefore, I ask for the unanimous consent of this House to move the 
following motion: That the provisions of Bill C-10, an act to enact 
the justice for victims of terrorism act and to amend the State 
Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled Drugs and 
Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release Act, the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee Protection 
Act and other acts with respect to sexual offences against children, 
and consisting of clauses 10 to 31, 35 to 38 and 42-9, do compose 
Bill C-10B; that the remaining provisions in Bill C-10 do compose 
Bill C-10A; that the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel be 
authorized to make any technical changes or corrections as may be 
necessary; that Bill C-10A and C-10B be reprinted; and that Bill 
C-10B be deemed to have been read the first time and be printed, 
deemed read the second time and referred to a committee of the 
whole, deemed reported without amendment and deemed read the 
third time and passed. 


The effect of this is to get that part of the bill on sexual offences 
against children into legislation much faster so our police, 
prosecutors and judges can use it to protect our children, as opposed 
to having to wait for we do not know how many more months before 
Bill C-10, as a whole, comes back to the House for final debate and/ 
or passage. 


Our intent is entirely clear on this. We want this done now. We do 
not want to wait another number of months. The bill sat in the Senate 
for a while after it passed the House, a Senate that was controlled by 
the government. Then we had the election and it died. We do not 
want to waste any more time on this. We are quite supportive of 
getting this bill through today, tomorrow at the latest, and on to the 
Senate. 


That is the intent of the motion, and I would seek unanimous 
consent of the House to pass it today. 


® (1700) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Does the hon. 
member have the unanimous consent of the House to move the 
motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Questions and 
comments, the hon. member for Edmonton—St. Albert. 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I enjoy working with the hon. for Windsor—Tecumseh on 
the justice committee. 


He talked about his concern regarding minimum mandatory 
sentences, saying that they might actually have the opposite effect of 
what the government contemplated. The example he cited was that 
they might actually preclude the judges from giving higher sentences 
than what is in the minimum mandatory. 
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I am perplexed by that and I want to challenge him. The current 
Criminal Code has maximum penalties for every offence and the 
judges do not use as the benchmark. They tailor a sentence in the 
appropriate range. 


Why is he fearful that the minimum mandatory might become a 
ceiling rather than a floor? 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, in fact, I disagree with his 
analysis of the law, at this point, and the sentencing practices in our 
courts. The maximum penalties in our code are very clearly seen 
quite rigidly by our judges as the maximum they will go to. They 
will not tailor it below, but they are very clearly saying, “Where does 
it fit in this range?” 


For this kind of offence, if the legislature says that the minimum 
penalty at the low end should be six months, as a judge I think the 
low end should be a year. However, what has happened, and I say 
this, as well, from the perspective of legislation like this that has 
passed in the United States, the tendency has been that the judges 
there have tended to stick fairly rigidly to the mandatory minimums 
when it is at the low end. 


I want to make this final point before we go on to other questions. 
We have excellent judges in our country. I am not saying many of 
them would do this, but I think some of them would fall into that 
trap. : 

@ (1705) 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, earlier in a 
question I referred to an article by Mr. Peter Blaikie, a very 
distinguished Canadian lawyer, founding partner of Heenan Blaikie 
and a former president of the Progressive Conservative Party of 
Canada. I would like to quote from his article again and get the 
member's reaction to it. He said: 

The [Prime Minister's] government wants to send more Canadian young offenders 


to jail and for longer periods of time, no doubt creating more recidivists. One twice- 
jailed young offender had the following comments on the legislation: 


“For the most part, harsh sentences do not deter crime and actually work against 
rehabilitating offenders. My brief time in incarceration only ensconced me more 
deeply in the criminal culture.” 

Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, we know that deterrence 
generally does not work with regard to young offenders. 


Every study that we have ever seen, and the government has never 
been able to produce one to the contrary, has indicated that with 
regard to young offenders, because of their age, their immaturity, 
deterrence does not work at all. Everybody agrees, even most 
government members. Yet Bill C-10 contains provisions that would 
open the door, even if only a crack, and reintroduce the deterrent 
concept, which has been ruled against all the way up to the Supreme 
Court. If that part of the bill goes through, it will eventually be struck 
down by the Supreme Court. 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank my colleague for his work not only on the bill before us 
but on several others. 


It is important to get his reflections on what has just taken place. 
My colleague offered a reasonable solution in an effort to advance 
the cause of protecting children in our society. He suggested that part 
of this legislation be moved to the Senate. It needs to be highlighted 
that the Conservatives have denied that consent, yet we have done 
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this before in the past. There have been many times when unanimous 
consent moved issues through the House. Would he reflect on that? 


We try to find some common ground here in the House. I cannot 
understand what excuse the government could provide for not 
protecting children sooner. That is exactly what would take place. 
Would he comment on that because it is a tactic that has been used in 
the House by all parties at different times? It is unsettling that we are 
not getting that movement right now. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Mr. Speaker, I actually meant to mention this 
in my opening remarks. 


We just did this in June in the House because of a decision in a 
Quebec court to turn loose, under a cloud, 30-plus Hells Angels 
because it was going to take too long. The government agreed with 
us at the time that we needed the megatrial bill immediately. It was 
not the government's suggestion; it was ours. The government came 
onside. 


It is more important that we look at the experience we had in the 
Homolka pardon case in the spring of 2010. We had to fight tooth: 
and nail to sever off part of the bill that would have prevented Ms. 
Homolka from getting a pardon. It was our work. The member for 
Welland in particular worked very hard on this. He spoke to the 
family. We managed to get that through. 


I do not know why the government is refusing today to take those 
extra steps. It is quite simple. This is not an unusual procedure that I 
have proposed. It is quite easy to do this. We could get the bill in 
place in the next week or two and protect our children more 
adequately. 


Hon. Julian Fantino (Associate Minister of National Defence, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise in the House of Commons this evening to 
speak on second reading of Bill C-10, Safe Streets and Communities 
Act. 


I would like to add to the comments made by my friend, the hon. 
Minister of Justice, with respect to the provisions in Bill C-10 that 
would ensure individuals who sexually abuse children serve 
sentences that reflect the severity of their heinous crimes committed 
against the most vulnerable and defenceless members of society. 


Over the duration of my almost 40 years of practical experience in 
law enforcement, I have played a leading role in helping protect 
victims of child abuse and exploitation. 


Canadians have long supported this government's efforts to put the 
plight of victims ahead of the rights of criminals. The commitment 
was made in the June 1, 2004 document entitled “Demand Safer 
Communities”, the Conservative plan for Canada’s criminal justice 
system. wherein it stated: 


—prohibit conditional sentences for child sex offences to ensure that all of those 
charged with these offences will serve prison time and be removed from the 
community. 
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Our government has listened to the plight of victims and law- 
abiding Canadians. Our government has received successive 
strengthened mandates from Canadians to pass these long-needed 
reforms to give law enforcement and victims the upper hand. 


That is why I am honoured to rise as a member of this government 
today. We are delivering on the promise to Canadians by working to 
pass this important legislation without further delay. 


One of the other objectives of our legislation to address child 
sexual exploitation is preventing the commission of a contact sexual 
offence against a child in the first place. It does so by proposing two 
new offences, and proposing to require courts to consider imposing 
two new specific conditions that would serve to prevent a suspected 
or convicted child sex offender from engaging in conduct that could 
facilitate their sexual offending. 


These proposals remain as originally introduced in former Bill 
C-54. The first new offence would prohibit anyone from providing 
sexually explicit material to a young person for the purpose of 
facilitating the commission of a sexual offence against that young 
person. This practice is often used by child sex offenders to groom 
their victims to make it easier to sexually exploit their victims. 


This conduct is already prohibited where the material consists of 
child pornography, but if the material in question depicts adults 
engaged in explicit sexual activity, the Criminal Code does not 
currently prohibit this use of material. This does not meet the very 
high threshold of the legal definition of obscene material under 
section 163 of the Criminal Code. 


This current definition only applies to depictions of explicit sexual 
activity coupled with violence or that are judicially determined to be 
degrading or dehumanizing. Clearly, this creates a gap in our 
criminal law, and Bill C-10 represents an appropriate and reasonable 
response to that gap. 


This new offence would carry a penalty similar to that of the 
existing obscenity/corruption morals offence in section 163, namely 
a maximum of six months imprisonment on summary conviction and 
two years imprisonment on an indictable offence. It would impose a 
mandatory minimum of 30 days on summary conviction and 90 days 
on an indictable, more serious criminal offence. 


The second new offence proposed by Bill C-10 would prohibit 
anyone from using telecommunications to agree or make arrange- 
ments with another person to commit a sexual offence against a 
child. Again, this new offence would fill a gap in the current law. 


Currently, the offence of luring a child, section 172 of the 
Criminal Code, prohibits using a computer system to communicate 
directly with a child for the purposes of facilitating the commission 
of a sexual offence against that child. This offence does not apply 
where the communication does not directly involve the child victim. 


The new offence uses the term “telecommunications” which is 
defined by section 2 of the Federal Interpretation Act as the 
emission, transmission or reception of signs, signals, writings, 
images, sounds or intelligence of any nature by any wire, cable, 
radio, optical or other electromagnetic system, or by any similar 
technical system. 
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In my view, this broad definition and approach ensures that the 
new offence will apply to the same prohibited use of any new 
technology that may be created after this offence is enacted. This 
new offence would operate in a manner similar to the existing luring 
a child offence under section 172.1 of the Criminal Code. For 
example, both contain the same provisions about presumed or 
reasonable but mistaken belief in the age of a child. Both preserve 
the common law defence of entrapment for an accused in the 
appropriate circumstances, and both would carry the same penalties, 
a mandatory minimum of 90 days and a maximum of 18 months 
imprisonment on summary conviction and a mandatory minimum of 
one year and a maximum of 10 years imprisonment on an indictable 
offence. 


Bill C-10 proposes to add these two new offences to schedule 1 of 
the Criminal Records Act. Individuals convicted of these new 
offences would be ineligible to apply for a record suspension, 
currently known as a pardon and which part 3 of Bill C-10 proposes 
to rename as a record suspension. - 


Bill C-10 also includes former Bill C-54's proposals to expand the 
powers of a court to prohibit a convicted child sex offender, under 
section 161, and a suspected child sex offender, under section 810.1, 
from engaging in conduct that could facilitate their commission of 
one of the enumerated child sexual or abduction offences. 


Specifically, these proposals would broaden the list of offences for 
which these conditions may be imposed to include the four child 
procuring prostitution offences in section 212. These are described in 
the actual words in the Criminal Code. It would also direct a court to 
consider imposing a condition prohibiting the offender from having 
any unsupervised access to a young person or from having any 
unsupervised use of the Internet. 


The objective of these conditions is self-evident. If we deny a 
known or suspected child sex offender access to a child or from 
having access to a tool such as the Internet that can enable that 
person to sexually exploit a child, then hopefully we can prevent the 
victimization of yet other victims. 


As chief of the London police force, I led an investigation into a 
network of individuals involved in child sexual abuse and 
exploitation. I believe that we must do better. In these circumstances, 
I can relate the statement of a 15-year old victim. In referring to his 
victimizer he said, “He preys on street kids. He'll feed them, give 
them drugs, money. He doesn't even care what he's done. He couldn't 
care less about any one of the kids, including myself’. 


Bill C-10 proposes welcomed reforms to better protect Canadians, 
particularly to better protect vulnerable children and youth against 
sexual abuse and exploitation. 
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As I have noted, many of these proposals were previously debated 
and studied in the previous Parliament. Accordingly, I think all 
members should be able to work together to ensure the expeditious 
enactment of these long-needed reforms. If not us, then who? If not 
now, then when? 


It has been stated that even in the most ungoverned kingdoms, 
animals protect their young. We collectively, as a responsible society, 
can do no less to protect our children from those who seek to 
sexually violate them. 


There has been a lot of talk and discussion about the role of 
judges, and there are judges who really, I believe, have captured the 
significance of what it is that we are talking about in terms of the 
imperative need for us to rise to equip our police officers, the courts, 
and the system as a whole, to better protect vulnerable people, 
especially our children. 


@ (1715) 


I wish to quote Mr. Justice Moldaver from the Ontario Court of 
Appeal. Adjudicating with his colleagues over a case, he stated: 


While...the offender’s prospects for rehabilitation will always warrant considera- 
tion, the objectives of denunciation, deterrence, and the need to separate sexual 
predators from society for society’s well-being and the well-being of our children 
must take precedence. 

Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, first, the 
government presents an omnibus bill which packs nine bills into one 
and then it limits debate. The moment an hon. member on our side 
presents a motion that would seek to expedite the passing of the very 
part of the legislation that the hon. member opposite is speaking to, 
the government decides to stall. 


I want to ask the hon. member opposite, how can he justify that 
action? 


© (1720) 


Hon. Julian Fantino: Mr. Speaker, the justification that all 
Canadians would very much appreciate is everybody getting their act 
together, quit all the back and forth, and pass this very important 
piece of legislation. 


It is critically important to law enforcement officers if we want 
them to do the job that they are mandated to do. It is critical to the 
courts and it is critical to society, especially to vulnerable people. 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciated the hon. minister's speech today and congratulate him 
for many years of service in the OPP, the London police force and 
elsewhere, but I am surprised at the answer he gave to the previous 
question because it seems to me the point of the questions was that if 
there are parts of the bill which the opposition is prepared to support 
and expedite, why would the government not want to do that? 


The minister said to get this moving, get it going, and get the 
measures that he is talking about today moving forward. That is what 
my hon. colleague who spoke a moment ago was talking about 
exactly. 


I do not comprehend why the minister would not say yes, that is 
the right move. Why, when there are other issues in this bill that 
opposition members in both parties, enough that he is not concerned 


about, why not separate the bill? It is a huge, omnibus piece of 
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legislation. Why not separate it and move forward quickly with so 
many of the measures on which there is agreement? 


Hon. Julian Fantino: Mr. Speaker, we need to realize that many 
of these things have been debated, up, down and sideways, certainly 
in the previous Parliament, namely Bill C-54. 


We feel very strongly that what we have put together is a response 
to the mandate that has been given to us by the Canadian people. We 
campaigned on these issues. We are fulfilling our responsibility, our 
mandate, and our accountability to the people who sent us here. 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the Associate Minister of National Defence for his 
excellent contribution to the debate. 


He mentioned his many years of law enforcement, for which he 
has been recognized. 


I am quite certain he probably talks to some of his law 
enforcement friends from time to time and I am curious, through 
those informal consultations, what information he has been able to 
gather concerning the appropriateness and the effectiveness of this 
impending legislation? 


Hon. Julian Fantino: Mr. Speaker, the impact will be significant 
in terms of our ability to fill gaps that now exist. Our ability to better 
protect, especially, as I indicated, children, but more so dealing with 
the current and emerging threats that we all have to deal with and 
about which we all have to be concerned, including terrorism. 


At the end of the day, and I know there is a lot of talk about the 
impact on offenders, one of the best forms of crime prevention is to 
ensure that recidivist criminals are locked up, and that is what we 
intend to do. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
have a quick question for the minister. 


My understanding is that if we compare a child predator, who is 
trying to get a child to do something such as watch pornographic 
movies, to someone who gets caught growing six marijuana plants, 
there is a stricter penalty or consequence for the individual who is 
growing the marijuana. Is that not correct? If so, would he agree that 
something is wrong there? 


Hon. Julian Fantino: Mr. Speaker, with respect to my friend's 
interpretation of what is intended here, first and foremost the 
growing of six plants is for the purpose of trafficking. It is vastly 
different from what the member is suggesting. 


No one is looking at comparing crime in the context of the 
experience that I and my colleagues have had. We are talking about 
those who traffic in marijuana; six plants is the number that has been 
calculated, but I also know people who have trafficked one plant. 


I do not see how one could ignore the fact that the criterion is that 
of trafficking, as opposed to just growing it for personal use, even 
though some people may frame it that way. 
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Mr. Jasbir Sandhu: Mr. Speaker, I would like to seek unanimous 
consent to move the following motion: that the provisions of Bill 
C-10, An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to 
amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled 
Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release 
Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act and other Acts respecting support for victims and 
consisting of clauses 52, 55, 96 through 98, and clause 130, do 
compose Bill C-10B; that the remaining provisions in Bill C-10 do 
compose Bill C-10A; that the clerk and the parliamentary counsel be 
authorized to make any technical changes or corrections as may be 
necessary; that Bill C-10A and Bill C-10B be reprinted; and that Bill 
C-10B be deemed to have been read the first time and be printed, 
deemed read the second time and referred to the committee of the 
whole, -deemed reported without amendment and deemed read the 
third time and passed. 


Mr. Speaker, we are proposing this motion to move forward those 
sections of the omnibus bill that would provide support for victims, 
including broadening the definition of a victim, allowing the 
inclusion of victim impact statements at parole hearings and 
providing enhanced notification to victims regarding parole board 
hearings as well as other measures that support victims. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): I do not think that is a 
point of order. 


Is there unanimous consent to proceed in this manner? 

Some hon. members: Agreed. 

Some hon. members: No. 

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): There is no consent. 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for York West 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I have been 
able to squeeze my name in among many others so that I can speak 
to Bill C-10 and talk about what is good about it as well as all the 
concerns we have about it. I am glad that I was able to get in, given 
the fact that we have closure before us. 


Just over a week ago the Minister of Justice introduced his highly 
politicized Bill C-10. Now, after only a couple of hours of debate, 
the government has moved to shut down democratic discussion on 
the bill, in the very House of democracy. 


This bill is actually nine previous bills jumbled together in a way 
that must make U.S. Republicans green with envy. Let us imagine 
nine bills going through with no debate. Yes, we are supportive of 
parts of those nine bills, but to put them forward in one huge bill and 
expect us to pass them in less than the two weeks that we have been 
in this House is a real insult to democracy and an insult to all of us as 
parliamentarians here to do a job. With some of it we have no 
problem, but to turn around and have it proceeding in such a short 
period of time without full debate and input from all of us is a true 
disservice. 


If I were to listen to the government, it would seem that crime is 
rampant and out of control in the cities, towns, villages and hamlets 
of Canada. The government, perched on its white horse, says it is 
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prepared to ride to our rescue. What does that actually mean in real 
legislation? 


Despite the rhetoric and the fearmongering from our friends across 
the way, which is something we are all guilty of in this House on 


_various pieces of legislation, Statistics Canada seems to have a 


different take when it comes to crime rates. 


In a report released earlier this year, Statistics Canada stated that 
police-reported crime reached its lowest levels since the early 1970s. 
It goes on to say that the police-reported crime rate, which measures 
the overall volume of crime, continued to decline right up until last 
year. In fact, last year it was down 5%, reaching its lowest level since 
1973, which is something we are all thrilled about. We are pleased 
that it has gone down to that extent. 


Would we like to wipe it out altogether? Of course we would, but 
we also have to be practical. There are various issues here that have 
to be addressed as we all try to reduce crime in this country. It is as 
low as it is as a result of the many crime prevention programs 
introduced through the Liberal years that we were here. 


That same Statistics Canada report says that violent crime is at its 
lowest since 1999. Last year both the volume and severity of violent 
crime fell 3% from the previous year, while the decline in the violent 
crime severity index was more notably down 6%. 


This is the fourth straight year when there has been a decline in the 
violent crime severity index, and it is the largest drop in more than a 
decade. 


Overall, violent crimes accounted for just one in five offences. 
Among the violence crimes that saw a significant decline were 
attempted murder, down 14%; homicide, down 10%; robbery, down 
7%; and serious assault, down 5%. 


That is where we all want to see it, going down, which is what 
raises the question of why we have Bill C-10 bundled up with nine 
pieces of legislation and then rushed through this parliamentary 
session. 


We know that Bill C-10 is not on the table because of actual 
evidence. There has been no evidence presented to tell us exactly 
why it is important for us to cram this through and why we cannot 
have full debate through the House and through committee stages. 
The Conservatives want to scare people by painting a picture of 
crime that is clearly, in their opinion, out of control, because it fits 
the ideology of the Republicans and of the Conservative govern- 
ment. 


J] am prepared, as are many of my colleagues, to support measures 
that actually tackle real crime with balance and focus. Bill C-10 is 
not that. 


For example, as my colleague just mentioned, this legislation : 
suggests minimum penalties for certain drug crimes that are harsher 
than those for certain sexually driven crimes involving children. We 
have to look at both of those and try to see where there is a balance. I 
would suspect that any crime involving children and sexual activity 
would have the harshest of penalties applied. 
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Instead there seems to be a difference in how that would be 
applied. We do not support the idea of someone growing marijuana 
plants either, but it certainly should not have a stricter penalty, or at 
least both of them should be at the appropriate level. If we are truly 
talking about protecting the vulnerable, we have to do far more than 
what is written in Bill C-10. 


The real challenge ahead of us is that the bill proposes to spend 
billions of dollars on a crime and punishment agenda that will do 
little or nothing to tackle crime and punishment. Despite the billions 
of dollars being spent on Bill C-10, it fails the real issues of tackling 
poverty, homelessness, financial illiteracy, income security, and 
education. Almost 99% of what we see in the crime agenda is a 
result of those issues. No job, no education, homelessness, drugs and 
mental illness are usually the key issues that get people into those 
crime situations. Experts tell us that any real effort to prevent crime 
must start with an effort to stamp out hopelessness and fear. 


It appears as though Bill C-10 is covered with the fingerprints of 
U.S. Republicans. The Americans have one of the highest rates of 
incarceration on the planet, and they are starting to see that a system 
based only on punishment is a failure. As much as it might make us 
feel good to lock people up, the reality is that it does not appear to 
work in all of the cases. 


Let me quote from a recent U.S. editorial with regard to crime and 
prisons. It states: 


California spends more money on prisons than on higher education. The governor 
is right—we've got it backwards and it's time to reverse course. 


Only 68% of our high school students are graduating. Yet we pay prison guards 
substantially more than teachers. 


Fear of crime led us to vote for long prison terms and the three strikes law. We 
didn't intend to spend $4 billion more on prisons than colleges.... 


The less educated our workforce...the more we feed the prisons. 


It's time to admit our mistakes and make tough decisions. By pumping so much 
money into prisons, we're starving education. We cannot afford the consequences. 


That was a quote from an editorial in a newspaper in the United 
States, and it spells out exactly the direction we are going. 


We are pleading with the government not to go down that route. 
Let us look at this. Let us take some time to make sure that Bill C-10 
goes in the right direction. Let it go to committee and let it have full 
hearings and a full debate. We all want to ensure safety on our streets 
and in our communities. No one thinks any differently, but we really 
have our heads in the sand if we think that bundling it all up and 
pretending it is going to solve all the problems is really going to 
make that happen. 


That is not what we want, and I am sure none of the other 
members in the House want it. Locking someone up forever does not 
eliminate crime. Locking someone up forever does not make us any 
safer. Locking someone up does not help those who have been 
victimized by criminals either. Locking someone up forever is an 
after-the-fact system that does little to address the root causes of 
crime. 


I believe we can do better. We can tackle poverty, homelessness 
and joblessness. We can make our streets safer for our children and 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1545 


Government Orders 


families. We can replace fear with hope, but Bill C-10 is not the way 
to do this. 


The Conservatives cite their majority in the House as a 
justification for why the bill is worth passing. That is not a valid 
reason. On this side of the House we are willing to work with the 
government to pass a crime bill that strikes at the root causes of 
crime, helps victims get.back on their feet and punishes offenders 
appropriately for their misdeeds. 


Bill C-10 ignores evidence and does not produce any facts. It 
creates an illusion that crime is out of control and it fails to provide 
any information on the real costs of implementation. Bill C-10 does 
not reflect the values of Canadians as a smart, caring society, and it 
would do nothing to address crime in this country. 


Bill C-10 is not an omnibus crime bill, it is an ominous crime bill, 
because it signals a shift toward an approach to crime that has failed 
in places like the United States. If we adopt Bill C-10 as it is, we are 
adopting a failed approach. 


I, for one, have grave concerns with not only the financial impact, 
but the real agenda is to make our communities and our streets safer. 
Bill C-10 has some merit in some parts, and there are areas we would 
like to support, but clearly work has to be done. 


@ (1735) 


Mr. Brent Rathgeber (Edmonton—St. Albert, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I certainly want to thank the hon. member for York West for 
her contribution in this debate. 


I am always amazed when opponents of our safe streets and safe 
community agenda cherry-pick statistics to oppose our legislation. I 
say “cherry-pick” deliberately because if we pick 1970 as a reference 
point official crime statistics are down. However, if we pick 1960 as 
a reference point they are up and they are up considerably. 


More relevantly, I wonder if the hon. member knows that in 2009 
one in four Canadians reported being a victim of a crime and only 
31% of those people reported those crimes to the police. 


The real issue is not if crime is up or down. It is whether the level 
is tolerable. In 2010, even official police statistics showed two 
million crimes in Canada, 440,000 of which were violent. 


Are those acceptable numbers? 


Hon. Judy Sgro: Madam Speaker, in my mind no crime is 
tolerable, period. Frankly, if I could wave a magic wand we would 
not have any crime. However, that does not work and we all know 
that. We live in a world where statistics matter and we need evidence 
to back up what we are moving forward. 
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I would rather see more money go into policing to provide support 
for the men and women who keep our streets and our country safe, 
crime prevention, and ensuring there is housing so that people are 
not living on the streets. A big important part is the whole issue of 
mental health. All of us who work daily in our communities know 


that a number of people who are out there causing part of this crime | 


are seriously ill. That is an area the House has yet to tackle. We talk a 
lot about it but we have yet to put the investment into truly helping 
people who are suffering from mental health illness. 


@ (1740) 
[Translation] 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Madam Speaker, I have a question for 
my hon. colleague. 


In all of the research she has done, is there a single modern state, 
in North America or Europe, that has a tough on crime policy and 
that has seen crime rates decrease more quickly than in a 
neighbouring state? Or, on the contrary, are there not examples 
where the tough on crime policy slowed a decrease in the crime rate 
or even caused an increase? 


[English] 


Hon. Judy Sgro: Madam Speaker, let me be very clear. We 
should be very tough on crime. We all want those who are violent 
offenders or sexual predators to be dealt with as severely as the 
system allows. 


The issue is what about all of the people who for whatever reason 
find themselves in a situation where they have no money and commit 
a robbery? Without question there should be an appropriate penalty 
for every crime, not just lock people in prison for two or three years. 


I visited Mimico, a reformatory system in Toronto. It was filled 
with young people. I wondered what they would be like when they 
came out. From everything I hear, once they go into those kinds of 
facilities they always come out tougher, hardened and more 
disillusioned with life. 


We have to spend more time figuring out how we can stay ahead 
of that. That means ensuring that our local police services have all 
the support they need, that we have crime prevention programs and 
that we invest in our communities. 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I 
would ask my hon. colleague from York West to talk about the 
overall costs of this tough-on-crime approach which a previous 
member said a moment ago has been found elsewhere not to work. 
In fact, he found that crime had increased as a result of these 
policies. California is a good example of that. 


I would like to hear her comments. 


Hon. Judy Sgro: Madam Speaker, I alluded to the California 
issue. We need to look at exactly what went on there and why it 
probably has the highest incarceration rate in the world. It is out of 
control. California does not have any money to balance its budgets 
or to put into education. 


Clearly, if we use what was done in California as an example, that 
is exactly the direction in which Bill C-10 appears to be taking us. 
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Mrs. Joy Smith (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Madam Speaker, I 
am pleased to participate in the second reading debate on Bill C-10, 
the Safe Streets and Communities Act. 


Bill C-10 is comprehensive legislation that addresses a number of 
serious issues that are in front of mind for this government and for all 
Canadians. 


It proposes legislative reforms to strengthen our existing responses 
to: child sexual abuse and exploitation as well as serious drug, 
violent and property crimes found in part 2, clauses 10 to 51; 
terrorism, found in part 1, clauses 2 to 9; violent young offenders, 
part 4, clauses 167 to 204; offender accountability and management, 
part 3, clauses 52 to 166; and the protection of vulnerable foreign 


workers against abuse and exploitation, part 5, clauses 205 to 207. 


There can be no question that this is an important package of 
reforms. That is why we must take our task as lawmakers seriously, 
and study and pass these proposals to ensure the safety. of all 
Canadians. 


Bill C-10 compiles the reforms that were included in nine bills 
that were before the previous Parliament which died on the order 
paper with the dissolution of that Parliament for the general election. 
Former Bill C-4, Sébastien's Law (Protecting the Public from Violent 
Young Offenders) is now in part 4 of Bill C-10. Former Bill C-5, 
Keeping Canadians Safe (International Transfer of Offenders) Act is 
now in part 3. Former Bill C-16, Ending House Arrest for Property 
and Other Serious Crimes by Serious and Violent Offenders Act is 
now in part 2. Former Bill C-23B, Eliminating Pardons for Serious 
Crimes Act is now in part 3. Former Bill C-39, Ending Early Release 
for Criminals and Increasing Offender Accountability Act is now in 
part 3. Former Bill C-54, Protecting Children from Sexual Predators 
Act is now in part 2. Bill C-56, Preventing the Trafficking, Abuse 
and Exploitation of Vulnerable Immigrants Act is now in part 5. 
Former Bill C-59, Abolition of Early Parole Act is now in part 3. 
Former Bill S-7, Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act is now in part 
1. Former Bill S-10, Penalties for Organized Drug Crime Act is now 
in part 2. 


Many of these former bills were previously debated, studied and 
some were even passed by the House of Commons. Therefore, they 
should easily be supported again in this Parliament. 


I would like to focus the balance of my remarks on the proposals 
in Bill C-10 to better protect children against sexual exploitation, 
that being those reforms now in part 2 of this legislation that were 
previously in Bill C-54 in the last session of Parliament. 


September 27, 2011 


The reforms build on the government's well-established commit- 
ment and track record in delivering concrete measures tackling 
violent crime, and in particular to safeguard children against violent 
sexual offenders. For example, the Tackling Violent Crime Act, 2008 
raised the age of consent of sexual activity from 14 to 16 years to 
better protect Canadian youth against adult sexual predators. It also 
better protected all Canadians against dangerous offenders by 
providing police, crown prosecutors and the courts with much 
needed tools to more effectively manage the threat posed by 
individuals who were at high risk of reoffending sexually and 
violently. 


While it is true that our existing criminal laws addressing child 
sexual abuse and exploitation are already comprehensive and robust, 
there is always room for improvement. We should never be 
complacent in ensuring that we are doing all we can to safeguard 
such a vulnerable segment of the Canadian population. 


This point is underscored by Statistics Canada's Canadian Centre 
for Justice Statistics Juristat article “Police-reported crime statistics 
in Canada, 2010”, released on July 21, 2011, which reported 
increases in the rates of child pornography offences as up 36% and 
sexual assault as up 5%. 
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The proposed reforms in Bill C-10 are both timely and welcome. 
They address clear gaps in our existing laws. The address the gap 
created by inconsistent penalties for sexual assault offences where 
the victim is a child and the gap that now exists because some of the 
preparatory conduct engaged in by child sex offenders is not 
criminalized. They fill a gap in our existing measures to help prevent 
known or suspected child sex offenders from engaging in conduct 
that could facilitate their sexual offences. 


The proposals in Bill C-10 seek to ensure that all sexual offences 
involving a child are treated equally, seriously and consistently. They 
do so by: proposing to impose new mandatory minimum penalties 
for offences involving child victims that currently do not carry 
minimum penalties; increasing the mandatory minimum penalties for 
some child sex offences that are already imposed; and, by increasing 
the maximum penalties on some other offences. Once these reforms 
are enacted, there would be a consistent approach to sentencing in all 
sexual assault cases involving child victims. 


Child sexual assault could be charged under any of the child- 
specific sexual offences or under the general sexual assault offences 
that also apply to adult victims. Currently, 12 but not all child- 
specific sexual offences impose mandatory minimum penalties and 
none of the general sexual assault offences impose mandatory 
minimum penalties. 


In practice, this means that the overwhelming majority of child 
sexual assault cases do not carry mandatory minimum sentences. 
This is because the majority of child sexual offences are charged 
under the general sexual assault offence in section 271, which does 
not currently impose a mandatory minimum sentence of imprison- 
_ ment. That is 80% of all child sex offences charged in 2008. The 
source of this information is Statistics Canada's Canadian Centre for 
Justice Statistics Uniform Crime Reporting Survey, UCR2. It is very 
current data. 
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If we take as our starting point the universally shared view that all 
child sexual abuse must be strongly condemned and that mandatory 
minimum penalties are exceptional in the Criminal Code and are 
reserved for those crimes that Parliament determines must be 
strongly denounced and deterred, it should be obvious to all that the 
current use of mandatory minimum sentences for some but not all 
sexual offences involving child victims is just wrong. That sends a 
message to some victims that their experience of sexual assault is 
less serious than that of other child victims. It also sends a message 
to child sex offenders that they should try to plea bargain for charges 
under offences that do not impose mandatory minimum penalties. 


Bill C-10 contains fundamental legislative safeguards for all 
Canadians. I call upon the opposition members to put an end to their 
attempts to obstruct the bill and to support our efforts to keep 
Canadians safe. 


© (1750) 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Madam Speaker, the 
member opposite invites us to take our job as lawmakers and 
parliamentarians seriously, which is why the limitation on debate of 
this huge omnibus bill is so egregious. 


The member opposite listed all the reasons that the House should 
unanimously support the component around child exploitation and 
sexual assault. Perhaps the hon. member was not in the House when 
my hon. colleague from Windsor—Tecumseh rose to say that we 
indeed do support that part of the legislation. In fact, it should be 
expedited. We could have that part of the bill passed in 48 hours if 
the government would stop stalling. 


Could the member opposite explain why the government is 
stalling on that part of the legislation? 


Mrs. Joy Smith: Madam Speaker, the elements in the bill and the 
laws in the bill were already debated in this House. Now we want to 
put them through so Canadians can be safe. 


When we stand in this Parliament and look around at what 
Canadians expect us to do as lawmakers, we do need to take our jobs 
very seriously. In the past election, Canadians overwhelmingly gave 
us a mandate to push these bills forward, bills that we could not get 
through in the last Parliament. 


Now, to enable that to happen, they have gone into one bill. They 
have been debated and some have even been passed in the House. 
Now it is time to get on with the job and get this done. 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I do 
not claim, by any means, to be an expert in matters related to crime. I 
studied a little bit at law school and have not done much in relation 
to it since. 
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However, I respect the view of Mr. Peter Blaikie, who is a 
distinguished Canadian lawyer and a former president of the 
Progressive Conservative Party. Earlier this year, he said: 


Why is the tough-on-crime policy so appallingly bad? 


Perhaps most bizarrely, it runs counter to all the statistical evidence of 
significantly falling crime rates over the past 25 years. It rejects not only the expert 
evidence of those involved in the criminal-justice system directly, including the 
Correctional Service of Canada, but also that of psychiatrists, psychologists, social 
workers and others. 


What expertise does my hon. colleague have that she knows better 
than those folks? 


@ (1755) 


Mrs. Joy Smith: Madam Speaker, in my humble opinion, I am a 
parliamentarian and do not profess to know better than anybody else. 
What I do know is that for the better part of 10 years I have worked 
with victims of crime. As recently as two weeks ago in Toronto, I 
was talking to a young girl who was sexually assaulted. She -was 
trafficked. She is hidden now. She said quite clearly that she would 
not report the crime because they will just get off anyway. 


Nobody talks about that on the opposite side in this Parliament. 


My experience, working with victims of crime for 10 years, 
touches my heart and it causes me to move forward. Apart from that, 
I worked very closely with ICE units and other police officers. My 
own son was in the ICE unit. He is part of the RCMP. 


I do not expect that I could profess to be an expert or a lawyer. I 
do have nine years of university and I know a lot about mathematics 
and science because that is where my expertise is. However, as a 
human being, I do know that when a child is afraid to report a crime 
something is very wrong with the laws. We need to take our jobs 
seriously as lawmakers and move forward to get this job done. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Madam Speaker, I stand 
today in the House in opposition to the proposed Bill C-10, cleverly 
titled the safe streets and communities act. I say “cleverly titled” 
because there is certainly no consensus that the proposed changes to 
the Criminal Code would make Canada's streets and communities 
any safer than they already are. This is because this bill relies on the 
false pretense that increased incarceration rates necessarily lead to 
lower crime rates. 


Sadly, when drafting this crime bill, the Conservatives have 
ignored the evidence. Crime rates in Canada are at a 20-year low 
and, despite the claim by Conservative colleagues that there has been 
a sharp rise in unreported crime, the reality does not reflect their over 
the top rhetoric. 


The international examples of countries that employ a similar 
crime model demonstrate why such an approach is not one that 
Canada should be adopting. We can take, for instance, the United 
States. Since undertaking similar crime policies during Ronald 
Reagan's tenure as president, federal incarceration rates have 
skyrocketed with the prison population, nearly doubling over a 15- 
year period. Yet, in spite of the doubling of the prison population, the 
overall crime rate in the United Sates has remained relatively 
stagnant. This underscores the idea that deterrence through wide- 
scale incarceration is not an effective crime prevention strategy. If 
anything, it only exacerbates the problem. 
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In the California penal system, inmates are being double and 
sometimes even triple bunked, often in recreational areas of the 
prison, such as cafeterias and gyms. They also lack adequate access 
to rehabilitation and mental health treatment, something that h has a 
great effect on the rates of recidivism. Even notable Republican, 


.Newt Gingrich, has recently reversed course and publicly criticized 


the U.S.'s tough on crime approach as being counterproductive to the 
real goal of reducing overall crime rates. 


Why then are the Conservatives leading us down the path that 
other governments are beginning to abandon? Has the abject failure 
of this approach in the U.S. taught the government nothing? 


Another aspect of Bill C-10 that worries me is who would be 
caught in the wide-ranging dragnet of this bill. Of particular concern 
is the effect this legislation would have on persons with mental 
health issues and serious drug abuse problems. Under the current 
system of drug sentencing, judges have discretion when issuing 
sentences. This means that judges can weigh all factors when 
determining the appropriate sentence, particularly whether the 
accused has a mental health issue or substance abuse problem. By 
removing this judicial discretion from the sentencing process, we 
would be stacking the deck against persons suffering from mental 
illness and substance abuse. Instead of giving these groups the 
treatment they need, we would be locking them up in an 
environment that often fosters and worsens their illness. 


I have heard from many of my constituents in the riding of 
Sudbury who have singled out the effects that this bill would have on 
these vulnerable groups and they have asked me to oppose this bill 
for that very reason. 


Furthermore, although my Conservative colleagues claim that this 
bill would target serious organized crime groups in Canada, I fear 
that, as is often the case in the United States, it will be the low 
hanging fruit that will be caught in the crosshairs. All indications 
suggest that the vast majority of the people who would be affected 
by the proposed changes are not the Hell's Angels, not groups like 
the Rizzutos and, ultimately, not the people who would generally be 
defined as “organized crime”. Instead, the vast majority are small- 
time, low threat, non-violent offenders. Should we really be 
expending finite budgetary resources to incarcerate people who 
represent very little threat to public safety in Canada? I and millions 
of Canadians believe not. 


For instance, the inclusion of a mandatory minimum sentencing 
provision for persons caught cultivating more than five marijuana 
plants highlights the failure of this legislation to strike an appropriate 
balance between public safety and a rational model of crime 
prevention. 
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I agree that large scale, clandestine grow-op operations are a 
problem in Canada. It is unfair for homeowners who have 
unwittingly bought homes that were once used as grow-ops. They 
need to be protected. However, to create a regime where a teenager 
growing six plants in his or her parents' basement would face the 
same mandatory minimum jail sentence as organized crime groups 
involved with large scale operations, fails to properly differentiate 
between real and perceived threats to public safety. 


Speaking of real versus perceived threats to public safety, the bill 
would see tougher sentences for persons caught cultivating 
marijuana than persons convicted of certain sexual offences against 
children. 


I will quote Ser) Tankian, who said: 


All research and successful drug policy shows 
That treatment should be increased, 

And law enforcement decreased, 

While abolishing mandatory minimum sentences, 


I also take particular issue with the approach of packaging such a 
large volume of legislative changes to the Criminal Code into one 
massive omnibus bill. There are aspects of the bill that I believe are 
legitimate and useful, but because of the way it has been presented, I 
am obliged to vote against it. It seems that the Minister of Justice has 
taken an all or nothing, take it or leave it approach with this 
legislation. Either Canadians take the bad with the good or we get 
nothing at all. 


This is not the approach that Canadians expect their elected 
representatives to take. Canadians expect members of Parliament to 
have nuanced debates to deal with specific legislative issues. The 
packaging of nine pieces of legislation into one bill shortchanges 
Canadian democracy and makes it impossible for me to support 
specific changes to the Criminal Code, which I would support were 
they introduced individually. 


A 10-minute speech barely allows me to scratch the surface of this 
legislation. That speaks to the fact that bundling so many unrelated 
changes into the Criminal Code shortchanges Canadians. 


Something that deeply disturbs me is the fact that the minister 
responsible has failed to provide Canadians with adequate cost 
estimates relating to the implementation of the bill. Canadians are 
living in a time of great economic uncertainty and yet the minister is 
unable to answer even the most basic questions about how much this 
would cost to implement. It begs the question about how the 
Conservatives can be trusted to preside over Canada's overall 
economic prosperity when they cannot provide an accurate cost 
estimate of legislation that they have had in their back pocket for 
close to six years. 


As an administrator in my past life, I understand the need for 
financial and budgetary transparency, so this leaves me asking a few 
very important questions. How many new prisons would be required 
to house the thousands of Canadians that would be criminalized by 
this legislation? What are the administrative costs associated with 
prosecuting thousands of additional criminal proceedings? How 
much of this burden would be borne on the backs of provinces 
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already struggling with budgetary restrictions and tight fiscal 
situations? Those questions remain unanswered. 


The fact that the minister cannot provide these basic details creates 
a broader credibility issue for the government. How are Canadians 
supposed to trust a government that cannot provide cost estimates for 
its own legislation? Does the minister really know the cost or is the 
government purposely withholding this information because it 
knows Canadians will overwhelmingly reject its approach if the 
real figures were made public? Canadians have a right to know the 
real costs of this legislation. 


What I see in Bill C-10 is an accumulation of ineffective policies 
to solve a diminishing problem, all at an unknown cost to the 
taxpayer. What I do not see is how the bill would actually lower 
crime and recidivism rates and ultimately make Canada's streets and 
communities any safer. 


® (1805) 


Ms. Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Justice, CPC): Madam Speaker, is the member opposite 
aware that the proposed legislation would allow the courts, including 
drug treatment courts, to exempt an offender from the mandatory 
minimum sentence that would otherwise be imposed where the 
offence involved no other aggravating factors other than a previous 
conviction for a serious drug offence and the offender's successfully 
completes a treatment program? This seems contrary to what the 
member has suggested. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for 
her question, but I think she was reading from her device. 


The Conservatives are putting forward legislation which is 
bundled to ensure that they can— 


An hon. member: Oh, oh! 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Madam Speaker, I am trying to answer the 
question, but it seems that another member is trying to ask a 
question. 


We are seeing the Conservative agenda coming forward which 
does nothing to help individuals who have mental health issues or 
drug and substance abuse issues. We are hearing that from 
organizations such as the John Howard Society of Canada, the 
Canadian Association of Elizabeth Fry Societies and victims' 
associations. They would like to see policy put in place to ensure 
that criminals do not reoffend. What we are seeing from the 
government is an agenda based on ideology. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, someone who visited my constituency office to emphasize 
how important crime and safety is provided me with a copy of an 
article from the Winnipeg Free Press dated September 14, 2011. The 
very first line reads, “Family and friends of a slain 15-year-old 
gathered Tuesday evening at the spot where the boy was stabbed, 
while investigators continued to work to find his killer.” 


I believe the constituents of Winnipeg North share the same 
concerns in regard to crime and safety and they want our streets to be 
safer. 
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Would the member agree that what we really need to do is to start 
investing in things such as community policing and after school 
programs? Looking at those programs and finding things for our 
young people to do as an alternative to participating in gangs, for 
example, is where the government needs to put more resources and 
more of its energy. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Madam Speaker, I could not agree more. 
We have seen the priorities flipped. We are spending money to build 
megaprisons, to double-bunk prisoners. We are looking at all the 
wrong things. We need to ensure that our youth and individuals with 
mental health or drug abuse issues or whatever their issues are 
provided the necessary supports so they do not commit crimes. 
When unfortunately they do commit crimes, we have to ensure that 
the necessary resources for their rehabilitation are in place when they 
serve their time. 


The government is completely ignoring the point of rehabilitation. 
We should provide the necessary resources for more of the programs 
that my hon. colleague was talking about to help those individuals 
who go into the prison system. 


@ (1810) 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Madam Speaker, the 
Conservatives denied unanimous consent to move the child 
provisions of the bill. This is something that was done before when 
dealing with Karla Homolka as well as the Hell's Angels. I would 
like to hear the member's comments on that. We could have cracked 
down on this right away, but the Conservatives are refusing to do 
that. Once again they are protecting those who would abuse children. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Madam Speaker, it could have easily been 
done. Our justice critic, the member for Windsor—Tecumseh, 
mentioned that we are spending four minutes per page to have a 
discussion on this omnibus bill. We still need to have more 
discussion on the bill, but everyone in the House has the same 
mandate in that we want to protect children. The Conservatives 
could have easily agreed to this. There is a precedent. We could have 
moved this forward. We could have stepped forward to protect our 
children as quickly as possible. 


Mr. David Christopherson: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of 
order. I would like unanimous consent to move the following 
motion, “That the provisions of Bill C-10, An Act to enact the 
Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to amend the State 
Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled Drugs and 
Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release Act, the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee Protection 
Act and other Acts, respecting drug treatment court programs, and 
consisting of clause 43(2), do compose Bill C-10B; that the 
remaining provisions in Bill C-10 do compose Bill C-10A; that 
the Law Clerk and Parliamentary Counsel be authorized to make any 
technical changes or corrections as may be necessary; that Bill 
C-10A and Bill C-10B be reprinted; and that Bill C-10B be deemed 
to have been read the first time and be printed, deemed read the 
second time and referred to a committee of the whole, deemed 
reported without amendment and deemed read the third time and 
passed”. 


The purpose of this would be to ensure that we could delay 
sentencing where someone is in a drug treatment program and it 


would remove the mandatory minimum if the person successfully 
completed the program. 


The Deputy Speaker: Is there unanimous consent? 
Some hon. members: No. 
The Deputy Speaker: There is no unanimous consent. 


Resuming debate. The hon. member for Yukon. 


Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to 
rise in support of Bill C-10, the Safe Streets and Communities Act. 


I want to start by talking about what the name of this bill actually 
means to Canadians. For a long time Canadians have watched the 
criminal justice system work in a way that was not making the safety 
and security of our streets a community priority. After all, if it had 
been a priority, how could previous governments stand by while 
dangerous criminals were released from prison after serving a third 
or even a sixth of their sentences? 


In addition to all of this, Canadian victims, having already 
suffered so much, were not being listened to or included in the 
correction process of their offenders. This was not only worsening 
the feeling of victimization, but was also extremely insulting. 


These are just some of the reasons that our government is so 
serious about delivering the right kind of changes that are found in 
the Safe Streets and Communities Act. It is important for the safety 
of law-abiding Canadian families. It is important for victims. It is 
important because we need to have a justice system in this country in 
which Canadian families can have confidence. 


Since first taking office, we have worked to restore confidence in 
Canada's justice system and to fulfill our commitment to put law- 
abiding Canadians and victims first. We have taken direct action to 
fulfill that commitment through this legislation and by giving our 
law enforcement agencies the resources and tools they need to do 
their jobs effectively. 


We have also moved forward in many areas to crack down on 
crime and to ensure that our neighbourhoods and communities are 
safe and secure. 


Canadians have told us that they want a justice system that 
actually delivers justice and that protects our citizens without 
compromising the values that define our country. Again, I believe 
the legislation in front of us today does exactly that. It is yet another 
step forward in our commitment to keep Canadians safe. 


There are a number of measures contained in Bill C-10, some of 
which my hon. colleagues have spoken about quite eloquently today. 


Bill C-10 will help us build safer streets and communities by, for 
example, establishing new mandatory minimum penalties for certain 
existing offences related to child exploitation and increasing the 
maximum sentence to better reflect the reprehensible nature of these 
crimes. 
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The legislation before us today will also provide mandatory 
minimum penalties for serious drug offences when such offences are 
carried out for organized crime purposes or if they involve targeting 
our children. | 


One case where we repeatedly see this is with the targeting of 
areas around schools by drug dealers. I think all of us can agree there 
are few things worse than specifically targeting our children for 
criminal purposes. Deliberately trying to get kids hooked on drugs 
for financial gain is deplorable, which is why I am pleased to support 
the measures in Bill C-10 that provide mandatory minimum 
sentences for those who engage in this sort of illegal activity. 


The Safe Streets and Communities Act also delivers real penalties 
for serious and repeat violent young offenders. Bill C-10 proposes 
amendments to the Youth Criminal Justice Act that would highlight 
the protection of society as a fundamental principle for the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act. 


It will simplify pretrial detention rules to help ensure that, when 
necessary, violent and repeat young offenders are kept off the streets 
while awaiting trial. It will strengthen sentencing provisions and will 
reduce barriers to custody, where appropriate, for violent and repeat 
young offenders. 


In terms of increasing offender accountability, Bill C-10 proposes 
very important reforms to the Corrections and Conditional Release 
Act to modernize discipline in prisons, and to add a requirement in 
law that each offender completes his or her own correctional plan. 
This would include things such as behavioural expectations and the 
meeting of court-ordered obligations, such as child support and 
victim restitution. 


Bill C-10, among other things, will also enshrine victim 
participation in parole board hearings and will keep victims better 
informed about the behaviour and handling of offenders. 


As well, the Safe Streets and Communities Act proposes 
amendments to the Criminal Records Act that would make certain 
people ineligible to apply for criminal record suspension, including 
those convicted of sexual offences against children, or those 
convicted of more than three offences. I want to address this point, 
specifically. 


@ (1815) 


With this provision we are saying there are some people who 
should never be eligible for a criminal record suspension. As I said 
earlier, targeting our children is one of the most despicable forms of 
crime, and sexual abuse of a child is among the most heinous. 


By including these provisions in the Safe Streets and Commu- 
nities Act, we are taking action to ensure that those who have 
committed this terrible crime will never be able to hide from the 
harm they have caused to the most vulnerable in our society, our 
children. We believe this is an appropriate form and fair measure in 
face of such despicable crimes. 


New mandatory minimum penalties are provided for seven 
existing offences related to child sexual exploitation and abuse for 
children under 16 years of age, such as sexual assault, sexual assault 
with a weapon, aggravated sexual assault, incest, and luring a child 
through the use of a computer. 
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The addition of mandatory minimum penalties to these offences 
will also have the effect of eliminating the use of conditional 
sentences or house arrest for these crimes. 


As a father I am concerned about predators who hunt our children 
online and prey on their innocence. 


As a police officer, I have looked into the eyes of too many 
victims, trying to provide comfort, unsure if they would find the 
justice and protection that they both needed and deserved. 


As a corrections manager, I have been part of the rehabilitative 
process, the programming, hope, help and healing that can come 
from these institutions, as well as the human potential that lies 
within. 


As an investigator for the safer community and neighbourhoods 
unit in my riding, I saw the degradation of neighbourhoods and the 
citizens' sense of safety and pride. I heard the loud and resounding 
voices of our communities to take action. I witnessed first-hand the 
revitalization of full neighbourhoods, community spirit and pride, 
and the citizens' sense of safety and security. 


I also watched Habitat for Humanity homes take the place of drug 
dens. I watched the long but successful struggles of those battling 
with addictions finally rise above them. 


It was through action, bold and tough decisions, that the first, not 
the last, step to a better life for all occurred. 


Our government has the courage and the resolve to learn from our 
past, improve our present and perfect our future. 


In closing, I hope that my hon. colleagues on this side of the 
House will also demonstrate the courage and resolve needed to keep 
Canadian families safer, stand up for victims and hold criminals 
accountable by supporting this bill. 


@ (1820) 


[Translation] 


Mr. Robert Aubin (Trois-Rivières, NDP): Madam Speaker, in 
his introduction, the member referred to a justice system in which we 
can have confidence. Just to improve my knowledge and enlighten 
me, I wonder if he could tell us of any organizations working within 
the Canadian justice system that would be willing to support Bill 
C-10 in its entirety and in which he has confidence. 


[English] 


Mr. Ryan Leef: Madam Speaker, we heard loud and clear from 
victims across Canada during the election campaign in the spring 
that Canadians' priorities were to support victims and hold criminals 
accountable. That is what this legislation will do. Victims' 
organizations across this country have spoken loud and clear that 
all too often their voices are not heard in the justice system from the 
moment they become victimized. They are forgotten from that point 
forward. This legislation will ensure that the victims are heard from 
the beginning to the end of the process, that the people who need our 
help the most will get it, and that the offenders, who made the choice 
to victimize people, are held accountable for that, and that victims 
are supported in this country. 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, the member talked a great deal about individuals who 
exploit our children. I agree in terms of just how serious a crime that 
IS. 


However, if we look at the legislation and follow it through, it is 
saying that if a pedophile forces a child to watch pornographic 
movies, as an example, there is a minimum sentence that is 
established. There is also a minimum sentence established for 
someone who is growing five or six marijuana plants in his or her 
basement. The minimum sentence is actually greater for the person 
growing the pot than it is for the person who is victimizing a child. 


Would the member not say there is something wrong with that 
picture? 


Mr. Ryan Leef: Madam Speaker, I think what the member is 
referring to is when the prosecution decides to go by way of 
summary conviction and not an indictable offence. It is comparing 
apples and oranges when we start comparing pot growers to people 
who are exploiting our children. 


However, if we want to talk about the offence of growing five or 
six marijuana plants, the hon. member is making that seem as 
though, in this case, the offender innocently stumbled upon them. 


There are aggravating circumstances outlined in the legislation 
that talk about when those minimum standards will kick in, and I 
will just note a couple of those. The aggravating factors include: for 
the benefit of organized crime; involving use or threat of violence; 
involving use or threat of weapons, by someone who has previously 
been convicted in the past 10 years of a serious drug offence; when 
they do it in prison; if they are in a position of authority and they 
abuse that. That is just to name a few. 


This is a case where it is not just a hippy surfer growing a couple 
of pot plants in his basement. This is somebody who is making a 
criminal organization out of this. 

Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, CPC): Madam Speaker, Yukon 
is finally getting good representation in the House. As chair of the 


public safety and national security committee, the hon. member is a | 


very good contributor to our committee. He spoke about pardons and 
record suspension, and some of those issues. Can he tell this House 
why those who are convicted of a sexual offence in relation to a 
minor should not be able to receive a pardon? 
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Mr. Ryan Leef: Madam Speaker, it is critical. Canadians have 
spoken loud and clear about this. We cannot allow somebody who 
has done that to our youth, to our children, victimized anybody in a 
sexual manner, to be pardoned for that. That is not what Canadians 
want. That is not what Canadians said to us during the campaign. 
They gave us a strong mandate to ensure that does not occur. Those 
offenders cannot have the opportunity to run and hide from that, and 
there is no clear indication from any science in those types of crimes 
that they will recover and not repeat those offences. 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, it is with a great deal of sadness that I rise today to 
speak against this omnibus legislation. I agree with the previous 
speaker that it is more like an ominous bill rather than an omnibus 
one. 


The first area that makes me sad is that my colleagues across the 
floor did not agree to separate the bill and let go through a fast-track 
process the provisions that deal with the abuse of young children. 
Being a teacher, a mother and now a grandmother to three of the 
most beautiful grandchildren in the world, there is nothing that is 


. more important than the protection of our children from sexual 


predators. It is an absolute shame that my colleagues have not agreed 
to fast-track that. 


To put nine pieces of legislation into one bill, and then to keep 
hearing the rhetoric about how, because I happen to sit on this side of 
the House, I do not care about victims is offensive. 


I have been a teacher and a counsellor most of my life. I have dealt 
with victims of child abuse and rape. I have dealt with families that 
have lost loved ones who were shot through gang violence. I have 
dealt with families who have dealt with violent crime. I know what it 
is like to be a victim. I know the kind of pain victims suffer. 


I want to remind my colleagues across the floor that absolutely 
39% of Canadians voted for them, but that leaves a high majority 
who did not give them a mandate to bring in sweeping legislation. 


I am also hearing what they are hearing from victims everywhere 
they go. 


I was back in my community of Newton-North Delta last 
weekend. For those who know Surrey, they know how it is often in 
the news as having the greatest number of gang-style killings and 
violence. Recently, a young woman was butchered at her workplace. 
She was not even safe at work. We dealt with the aftermath of that 
not only with her family, but with the whole community. We lost a 
young man who was shot. We dealt not only with the family but with 
the whole community. 


As a community, we have dealt with the impact of these kinds of 
killings and these kinds of crimes. Our community deals with young 
people who are engaged in drug abuse and drug addiction. I do not 
have members in my community telling us to punish those who do 
the crimes. It actually made me cry just a few weeks ago to hear a 
mother who lost her child due to violent crime saying that all she 
wanted was justice. She did not want draconian punishment because 
she herself was a mother. 


Last weekend I attended a forum held by the Surrey Board of 
Trade, and I learned something really amazing that I had not 
expected to learn at that meeting. The president of the Surrey Board 
of Trade said education is the single indicator toward building our 
economy, to making our communities safe, to making savings on 
health care, to protecting the environment, whichever aspect of our 
society that we value. That president did not say it is incarceration 
and punishment, and there is a huge difference between education 
and punishment. 
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As a counsellor and teacher, let me say that punishment by itself 
and the kind of punitive sentences, mandatory sentences, and actions 
we are seeing explicit in this bill will make very little difference to 
crime. The U.S. just to the south of us has tried incarceration and has 
* tried the death penalty. It still has high drug abuse, high death rates 
due to the use of weapons, and a very high population in prison. 


I know we think we can do things differently. If our business 
community, the president of the Surrey Board of Trade, can see 
education as a main driving force to building healthy, safe 
communities, then surely we as parliamentarians should be taking 
the time to debate those issues. 


I have to express my dismay at this time that as an elected official 
I am being denied, and therefore, the people who voted for me and 
sent me here to represent them, a fair and in-depth debate of issues 
that are going to impact our families, our communities, our young 
people, and those who are the most vulnerable. 


It is time that we stopped using the rhetoric of the victim to say we 
do not care or that the NDP members do not care. It is time we 
started to talk about what really works. I will tell the House what 
works, from my perspective of 30 years of experience in the school 
system and in my community. 


What works is prevention programs. What works is better 
policing. What works is rehabilitation. There is not a doctor out 
there who is going to call drug abuse and drug addiction just 
something fancy that somebody gets up and does one morning. It has 
now been classified as a medical condition. So what do we do with 
people who have a medical condition? Do we put them in prisons or 
do we treat them? Canadians who are compassionate citizens want to 
see treatment. 


In Surrey, the fastest-growing district in B.C., we have more 
students sitting in mouldy classrooms because our province keeps 
telling us it cannot afford to build schools. Yet, this legislation would 
force provinces to build prisons. Does that mean that young people 
‘in my area would have to sit even longer in mouldy classrooms day 
in and day out because the province would be forced to build 
prisons? 


I also want to say to my colleagues that there are two ways to 
debate. I really like respectful debate. Yes, teachers deserve a decent 
wage. They absolutely do and they deserve it for the job they do 
everyday. However, let me get back to this. Are we as Canadians 
saying that we would rather put people in prisons rather than take 
steps to address the very issues and problems that lead people into 
crime, whether it be addiction, poverty or just family dysfunction, so 
therefore the need for some social programs? 


I urge my colleagues across the floor to reconsider separating the 
child sexual exploitation bill. Let us work that one through and then 
send it to committee, and let us take a serious look, based on research 
and on good practice. 


@ (1835) 
Those members can accuse the NDP of being out there, but the 


Canadian Bar Association has spoken and said that this is the wrong 
direction. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Louis Plamondon (Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour, 
BQ): Madam Speaker, I listened carefully to the hon. member's 
speech, at least the last part, and I think her proposal fits in with what 
all members want, namely, to split up the bill. In any omnibus bill, 
there are always some good parts and some more debatable parts. I 
do not understand why the government insists on introducing 
omnibus bills that bury good proposals under bad ones. If the 
government were to split up the bill, there would be unanimous 
consent on several parts and we could at least improve the debatable 
parts. 


The hon. member talked about prevention. I am referring to young 
offenders, to Quebec's Youth Criminal Justice Act, which is cited as 
an. example around the world and whereby prevention is effective 
with 85% of young people. I think we could learn something from 
that. 


[English] 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims: Madam Speaker, I thank the member 
for the information he shared with us. My experience as a councillor 
and teacher has taught me that when one is dealing with young 
offenders, prevention, rehabilitation and finding support for them 
goes a long way. All kinds of evidence show that when young people 
are incarcerated in prison, they come out on the other side as a more 
hardened criminals and lose the little fear they had when they went 
in. 


Mr. Dave MacKenzie (Oxford, CPC): Madam Speaker, I have 
listened to my colleague across the floor talk about having been a 
teacher. Some of us on this side have been police officers for a long 
time. We certainly have dealt with the issues of which she speaks and 
we certainly have dealt with victims. 


I listened as she blamed society for most of the ills of those people 
who had committed crimes. Quite frankly, I have not found many 
people in my life who blame society. It is generally the individual at 
whom they look. We have done a lot of things to help young people, 
but sometimes they have to help themselves. 


I heard her complaining about people going to jail. Could she tell 
me who it is that goes to jail? It has been my experience that the 
people who go to jail are the people who committed crimes. Does 
she know somebody else? 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims: Madam Speaker, I have spent some 
of time not only teaching in a regular school, but also working with 
juveniles who have been incarcerated in prison. My experience is 
that the people who have ended up in jail have committed crimes. I 
am not saying they were innocent when they went in there, but it is 
how we deal with people and at what level we deal with them. This 
legislation enforces mandatory sentencing. That is just plain wrong. 


I would add one other point. I did not blame society for all the ills 
of whatever anybody has done. Absolutely, human beings make 
choices. However, we as a society cannot escape the fact that there 
are certain conditions, whether they be medical conditions that one is 
born with or societal issues, that lead to greater levels of crime. 
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Try working in an inner city school and see the pressures on the 
young kids. Try dealing with a young man who, at the age of 14 in 
order for his mother to make a living, has to go out in the evening to 
find customers for his mother who is a prostitute. They are living on 
the run and they cannot afford to stay in one place more than one 
night. Those kinds of conditions are created by communities. 


@ (1840) 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson (Crowfoot, CPC): Madam Speaker, I have 
sat in the House today and enjoyed the speeches from all sides. 
Certainly it is a topic that gives the full sense of the word debate 
because there is a difference opinion here, and I can appreciate that. 


It is my pleasure to rise and add my comments to the debate on 
Bill C-10, the Safe Streets and Communities Act. As other speakers 
before me have, I would like to break it down. It is an omnibus bill. 
We have heard that. It is nine different bills that have been moved 
together into this one that will help make our streets and our 
communities safer. I would also like to focus on the legislation that 
proposes to strengthen the sentences for those who commit sexual 
offences against children. I am pleased to hear that those from the 
other side of the House would like to see this brought forward as 
well. 


Bill C-10 proposes to add mandatory minimum penalties to seven 
offences that do not currently impose mandatory minimum penalties, 
including incest, under section 155, Internet luring a child, section 
172.1 and section 271, and sexual assault where the victim is under 
the age of 16 years. It also proposes higher mandatory minimum 
penalties for nine existing child specific sexual offences, including 
sexual interference, section 151, sexual exploitation and making and 
distributing as well as possessing child pornography. 


As well, in building on what was originally proposed in the former 
Bill C-54, Bill C-10 proposes to increase the maximum penalty for 
four child sex offences with a corresponding increase in their 
mandatory minimum sentences to better reflect the particularly 
heinous nature of those offences. 


First is bestiality involving a child, section 160, when proceeded 
on summary conviction, it increases the maximum penalty from six 
months to two years less a day and imposes a mandatory minimum 
of six months imprisonment. Former Bill C-54 had proposed a 
mandatory minimum penalty of 30 days. 


The second one is making and distributing child pornography, 
section 163.1(2) and (3). When proceeded on summary conviction, it 
increases the maximum penalty from 18 months to two years less a 


day and increases the current mandatory minimum penalty from 90 


_ days to 6 months. 


Also, the other offence is the indictable offence of a parent or a 
guardian procuring sexual activity, section 170, increasing the 
minimum penalty from 6 months to 1 year and the maximum penalty 
from 5 to 10 years when the victim is under the age of 16 and from 
45 days to 6 months and 2 years to 5 years respectively when the 
victim is between the ages of 16 and 17 years. 


As I said earlier, Bill C-10 also seeks to criminalize preparatory 
conduct; that is, to criminalize conduct that child sex offenders 
engage in to facilitate their ultimate objective of actually sexually 
assaulting a child. It does so by proposing to enact two new offences. 
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The first new offence would prohibit anyone from providing 
sexually explicit material to a young person for the purpose of 
facilitating the commission of a sexual offence against that young 
person. Many sex offenders do this with a view to grooming their 
victims, for example, to lower their victim's sexual inhibitions with a 


view to making it easier to sexually exploit them a little later on. 


Currently, this conduct is only criminalized if the offender provides 
the child with material that constitutes child pornography. 


Bill C-10 defines “sexually explicit material” as a representation 
that shows either a person engaged in explicit sexual activity or that 
shows the person's genital organs and does it in a way to lessen the 
child's resolve to fight against it. Although this is a new definition 
and a new offence, the definition incorporates terminology that is 
already used in the child pornography offence. Section 163.1 
includes both aspects of this definition and the voyeurism offence 
incorporates both aspects of the definition. 


@ (1845) 


The proposed new offence would also impose a mandatory 
minimum penalty consistent with those proposed elsewhere in the 
bill. 


The second offence proposed by Bill C-10 will prohibit anyone 
from using telecommunications to agree or make arrangements with 
another person to commit a sexual offence against a child. It is 
modelled on the existing “luring a child” offence in section 172.1 of 
the Criminal Code, which prohibits using a computer system to 
communicate directly with a child for the purpose of facilitating the 
commission of a sexual offence against that child. 


However, as the luring offence only applies if the communication 
is with the specific child victim, this new offences closes the gap 
where the communication is between two other persons to facilitate 
the commission of a sexual offence against the child, in effect, where 
perhaps two adults come together on purpose to victimize a young 
child. This new offence would also impose a mandatory minimum 
penalty consistent with those proposed elsewhere in the bill. 


These two new offences would also be added to schedule 1 of the 
Criminal Records Act to ensure that persons convicted of these new 
offences would be ineligible to apply for a record suspension or 
pardon, as it is currently called, for the same period of time as for the 
other child sex offences. 


Last, Bill C-10 proposes reforms to prevent child sex offenders 
from engaging in conduct or practices that can facilitate their sexual 
offending. 
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Currently a court can impose a condition on convicted child sex 
offenders, a prohibition order under section 161, or on suspected 
child sex offenders, a recognizance or peace bond under section 
810.1, prohibiting them from engaging in specified conduct that 
would facilitate their commission of one of the enumerated child sex 
offences or even the abduction offences. 


For example, these conditions can prohibit an offender from 
attending places that are normally frequented by children. The 
example that has been given many times is the offender who shows 
up on school grounds or shows up on a playground. 


Also, an offender can be prohibited from obtaining a paid or 
volunteer position involving a position of trust or authority over 
children. That might be as a provider of day care or as a provider of 
education, some of those different examples. 


Bill C-10 proposes to expand the list of offences for which these 
conditions may be imposed to include the four child procuring 
prostitution offences in section 212: subsection 212(1), procuring; 
212(2), living on the avails of prostitution of a person under the age 
of 18; aggravated offence in relation to living on the avails of 
prostitution of a person under the age of 18 years; and subsection 
212(4), prostitution of a person under the age of 18. 


Bill C-10 also proposes to require the court to consider imposing 
two new conditions: prohibiting the offender from having any 
unsupervised access to a young person; and prohibiting the offender 
from having any unsupervised use of the Internet. 


These types of conditions, to put it plainly, just make sense. If we 
prevent the offender from having the opportunity or the tools to 
commit a child sex offence, then we prevent new children from 
becoming victims. 


I would also note that these preventive measures would be added 
to the existing provisions in sections 161 and 810.1, with the result 
that they will be subject to the same checks and balances that 
currently exist for these provisions, such as, for example, enabling 
the offender or the Crown to apply to vary the conditions where a 
court is satisfied that it is desirable due to a change in circumstances. 


I have heard a little today that we are pushing the bill through. 
There have been over 200 speeches given on different sections of the 
bill in the previous Parliament and even the speeches today. I would 
urge the opposition to jump on board to support these measures that 
would help keep our community safe and our streets. 


@ (1850) 


[Translation] 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Madam Speaker, like many of his 
colleagues, the hon. member who just spoke focused on pedophilia 
almost exclusively. I would like to say that if we are talking about 
distributing pornography to minors, I agree we need to be very strict 
on that. If we are talking about imposing harsher sentences for sexual 
abuse of minors, I support that too. I have three children. You have 
mixed up this aspect of the law, which is extremely important to any 
father, with other things that do not have to do with the same kind of 
crime. In addition, you refuse to split up the bill. 


Government Orders 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I ask all members to address 
their comments to the Chair. 


Mr. François Lapointe: How can you justify refusing to split up 
this bill to make it possible for a father to vote in favour of this 
without having to vote against other principles? 


[English] 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson: Madam Speaker, I appreciate that the 
member is the father of three children and that he cares about these 
types of bills. 


It is a methodology of opposition members to find that one little 
area that they support and say that we should just separate that one. 


This bill was brought forward. I can guarantee that we will move 
forward on this quickly. All the nine bills that are in Bill C-10 are 
bills that we campaigned on. They are bills that the voters across this 
country recognized our party as standing strong for. 


I would encourage members to support the entire bill, a good bill 
that would make our streets and communities safer. 


Mrs. Carol Hughes (Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, I have a couple of questions for the member. . 


I have a letter here that was written to the Prime Minister by Jane 
Wright in Providence Bay. She states: 


There are adequate measures presently in place to keep in prison the few who are 
truly dangerous. Your crime bill will further disadvantage young aboriginals and the 
mentally ill... 


Does the member think that we should be stocking our prisons 
with aboriginals and the mentally ill as opposed to providing 
rehabilitative and proper services for them? 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson: Madam Speaker, I think our prisons should 
be full of those who have committed crimes against our society and 
who have been found guilty in a court of law. I think our prisons 
should be a place where we can try to rehabilitate people, but we 
should hold them, incarcerate them and tell them that the penalty for 
crime is prison in some cases. 


The mandatory minimums that we are bringing forward, generally 
speaking, are on indictable offences where the Canadian public has 
said that they do not want them doing house arrest and that they do 
not believe those people should be living out their time in their 
homes while their victims are sometimes completely victimized. 


We realize that there is a high percentage of aboriginals in our 
penitentiaries, and, yes, that must be addressed as well, but in many 
case there are many aboriginal victims who are standing right there 
while the offender is the locked in prison. 


@ (1855) 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, the member spoke on one aspect of Bill C-10. Other 
members will take another aspect of Bill C-10. 
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The point is that the government has taken a bunch of bills that 
should have been, in essence, separate bills and tied them into an 
omnibus bill. 


The member made reference to the fact that this was an election 
issue. The government could probably take 30 or 40 election issues 
and say that now that it has a majority, that it has the most seats, it 
wants all of those bills to be included in an omnibus bill. 


The concern, in part, that we have is— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I would like to give the hon. 
member for Crowfoot the opportunity to respond. He has 30 
seconds. 


Mr. Kevin Sorenson: Madam Speaker, 10 or 11 years ago when I 
was elected, I was actually surprised. During the election campaign, 
the Liberals would talk about law and order but then, as soon as soon 
as they were elected, we would never see any law and order bills 
coming forward in this House. 


I would tell the fairly new member over there that there have been 
over 200 speeches made in this place in debate dealing with different 
aspects of this bill. The Liberals tried to stall it here in the House. 
They tried to stall in the committees. They tried to stall it in the 
Senate. 


Now the member is saying that if they are given a little more time 
for debate— 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: Resuming debate. The hon. member for 
Montmagny—L'Isiet--Kamouraska—Rivière-du-Loup has the 
floor, but I will have to interrupt him. 


Mr. François Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Madam Speaker, what we have here is a 
huge mistake that could potentially cost the Canadian treasury $5 
billion. The repressive measures that were taken throughout the 
United States did not help lower the crime rate. In some cases, there 
was even an increase in serious crimes. The government wants to 
invest $5 billion of public funds in a solution that will worsen the 
problem. And that does not include the hundreds of millions of 
dollars that the provinces will have to spend to expand prisons and 
meet the demand that will be created, for no good reason, by the 
current government. 


The current government is boasting that it has a majority, but it is 
forgetting to keep in mind that approximately six out of ten 
Canadians did not vote for extreme right-wing values, such as being 
tough on crime. So the government wants to drop $5 billion without 
even having a clear majority that agrees with the basic principle. 


I want to come back to the so-called contempt for victims the 
bleeding hearts on the left here have, according to our Conservative 
friends across the way. There is a dynamic that escapes me. They are 
applying tough on crime policies, but there is ample evidence over a 
number of decades from a number of places in North America that 
such policies do not reduce crime. It does not work. There may even 
be an increase. I want to know how increasing the number of victims 
is a form of respect for victims. 


Can we tell the woman who, statistically speaking, will be abused 
—and would not have been with a policy that reduced the crime rate 
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—that she can take comfort in the fact that the person who abused 
her will spend an extra six months in prison thanks to the bill the 
Conservative government passed two years beforehand? Is that how 
we show respect for victims, by creating the necessary conditions to 
produce more victims in the coming decades? 


We are entering a spiral of crime. This reminds me of A 
Clockwork Orange, a movie that was extremely popular a very long 
time ago, in which— 


© (1900) 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. I am sorry, but I have to interrupt 
the hon. member. He can continue his comments when we resume 
this debate. 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


[Translation] 
THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
I am pleased to be following up on a question that I raised in the 
House about the Keystone XL pipeline. First I would like to say that 
the Keystone pipeline is part of a massive plan to renew North 
America's oil and gas infrastructure. It will allow for a drastic 
expansion of oil sands production. 


Under this plan, oil from the oil sands would be destined for 
export markets. Crude oil would be sent to the United States, where 
it would be refined. The refined oil would then be shipped back to 
us. That is illogical. This is not a viable energy security plan. The 
Keystone XL pipeline project is the third phase of a $13 billion 
project to export western Canada's bitumen to American refineries. 


It is estimated that 900,000 barrels of raw bitumen will be 
exported to the United States each day. An estimated 40,500 
potential direct and indirect jobs will be lost because of this 
government's negligence. The president of the Alberta Federation of 
Labour believes that the Keystone XL pipeline project will kill far 
more jobs than it will create. 


The pipeline projects to the United States have already slowed 
down new bitumen upgrading projects in Canada. According to a 
study by the Alberta Federation of Labour, nine bitumen upgrading 
projects have been postponed or delayed. While the Americans will 
benefit from well-paying refinery jobs, all Canadians will get is the 
environmental costs of oil sands development. In addition to taking 
potential upgrading and refining jobs away from Canadians, the 
pipeline project will also destroy the environment. 
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Just last year, the Transportation Safety Board recorded over 100 
leaks in Canadian pipelines, including 23 leaks in the first section of 
the Keystone project. In addition, the rights of aboriginal people 
have been violated because they were not properly consulted. Last 
week, during question period, the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Natural Resources said, and I quote: “...the Keystone XL 
pipeline will provide a substantial economic benefit to both Canada 
and the United States.” 


However, since this project is being developed at the expense of 
workers, our environment, future generations and the rights of 
aboriginal people, how can the parliamentary secretary claim that the 
Keystone project will provide significant benefits to Canada? 


The government did not give us all the facts and is unable to 
justify the so-called benefits of the Keystone pipeline. This project 
does not make any sense in terms of energy security, the 
environment or the economy. I would like to know why the 
government chose a quick profit and why it is protecting the interests 
of the large oil companies rather than developing a viable energy 
strategy that is consistent with the principles of sustainable 
development. 


[English] 


Mr. David Anderson (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, our government is doing what Canadians asked us 
to do on May 2, and that is to concentrate on what matters to them, 
which are jobs and economic growth. 


The oil sands is a proven strategic resource for Canada. It is 
creating jobs and economic opportunity for Canadians in all 
provinces and regions across this country. As I did a couple of 
times yesterday, I want to go over how many jobs are being created 
because the NDP is not being straightforward on this issue. Right 
now, the oil sands is responsible for 130,000 direct jobs for 
Canadians. We know as well that it currently contributes to 390,000 
jobs across Canada, direct and induced jobs, and over the next 25 
years the oil sands development is anticipated to support an 
estimated 480,000 jobs across Canada. 


I want to talk about the Keystone pipeline. If the Keystone XL 
pipeline is approved, because of the additional oil sands product that 
it will carry, it is estimated that over 600,000 good jobs for 
Canadians will be created. The NDP is saying no to 600,000 jobs for 
Canadians. It can hardly pretend that it is interested in Canadians and 
in the job situation. 


That does not come as a surprise. The NDP's former environment 
critic called for a moratorium on oil sands development that would 
kill thousands of Canadian jobs and destroy the progress our 
government has made in terms of Canada's economic recovery. The 
Keystone XL pipeline project will contribute to both job creation and 
energy security for Canada. 


Unlike the NDP, which is clearly only too happy to sacrifice good 
Canadian jobs and jeopardize Canada's economic recovery for its 
own political game and ‘gain, our government will continue to 
promote Canada and the oil sands as a stable and secure, and ethical 
source of energy for the world. We will not apologize for standing up 
for Canada. 


Adjournment Proceedings 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Laurin Liu: Mr. Speaker, the government seems incapable of 
understanding that economic development and environmental 
protection are not mutually exclusive. On the contrary, sustainable 
development is the way of the future. We believe that instead of 
approving a pipeline that will destroy everything in its path, cost us 
40,500 jobs, and considerably increase our greenhouse gas 
emissions, the government should stop this project. 


The NDP is proposing a transition plan for a green economy, 
which will create good jobs and ensure our energy security. Until 
then, the burden of proof rests with the government. It must prove 
that the massive export of crude oil is a good thing for Canada. We 
just do not believe it. 


[English] 


Mr. David Anderson: Madam Speaker, if the NDP has such a 
plan, Canadians have certainly never heard of it. 


We do believe that we can balance economic development and 
environmental protection. We are focused, as I said, on what matters 
to Canadians, which is job growth and economic growth as well. 


We know the resource sector is key to Canada's economic growth. 
As I said, it employs hundreds of thousands of Canadians across the 
country. 


We also know the importance of getting the environmental 
challenges right. That is why we have invested in new technology 
that will create both jobs and a cleaner environment. That is why we 
are working with the provinces to ensure that our resources are 
developed in a responsible manner. 


I just heard the member, in her hyperbole, say that this pipeline 
was going to destroy everything in its passage. That is a ridiculous 
thing to say. That is why the NDP should stop listening to the 
extremist environmentalists who want to shut down the development 
of the oil sands and destroy hundreds of thousands of jobs. 


We are not going to let that happen. We are going to work with 
Canadians. 


POVERTY 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I am rising on a question that I raised in June with regard 
to the number of children living in poverty in Canada. I was quoting 
numbers of over 100,000 children in British Columbia, but I want to 
put this into a national context. 


In an article in The Vancouver Sun on September 26, Paul 
Kershaw indicated a number of grim statistics. He says: 


Canada allocates just 0.34 per cent of GDP to child care and kindergarten services 
for children under age six (2008). This is just over half of the United Kingdom and 
New Zealand; and barely one-third of what is allocated in France, Sweden and 
Denmark. 


He also said: 


Canada ranks among the industrialized countries with the highest rates of child 
poverty. Child poverty in Canada is three to five times higher than the countries that 
make it a real priority to eliminate poverty among the generation raising young kids. 
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He concludes by saying: 


On the other hand, history books make clear Canadians have been reticent to build 
new social policy since the 1970s. 


This reticence is especially evident in our slow national response to the fact that 
the generation raising young kids today is the first in a long time to struggle with a 
dramatically lower standard of living than their parents. 


That highlights the fact that when we are talking about child 
poverty, we are talking about children and families. 


I want to give a perspective on both coasts. In New Brunswick on 
September 27, the Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives released 
some numbers that we often hear about the economy. It released 
numbers saying that the cost of poverty for the Province of New 
Brunswick is $2 billion. 


These calculations are based on research that consistently links 
poverty to poorer health prospects, lower literacy, more crime, poor 
school performance for children and greater stress for everyone 
living in poverty. There is not only a cost to the family, but there is a 
cost to the community, the province and the country in not dealing 
with poverty. 


In British Columbia, B.C. Campaign 2000 released the 2010 child 
poverty report card, and it had some very grim statistics. In fact, it 
said that the 2008 figure before tax followed six consecutive years 
when British Columbia had the worst child poverty record of any 
province in Canada. Campaign 2000 equated it to about 121,000 
children, which is more than the total populations of Campbell River, 
Mission, Squamish and Vernon combined. We have more children 
living in poverty in British Columbia than the combination of a 
number of cities in our province. 


The report goes on to say that it is worse for children under the 
age of six, who had a poverty rate of 19.6% in 2008. Almost 20% of 
British Columbia children under the age of six are living in poverty. 


The 2010 child poverty report card also reminds us that Canada 
signed the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child in 1989 and 
that the House of Commons unanimously passed a resolution to seek 
to achieve the goal of eliminating poverty among Canadian children 
by the year 2000, yet the report goes on to say that one of every 
seven children in B.C. still lives in poverty despite years of 
unprecedented economic prosperity. 


In B.C. up to 2008, we have allowed income inequality to 
increase. 


In my riding of Nanaimo—Cowichan, we have higher than 
average welfare rates in general, and although some progress has 
been made, the report says that the Nanaimo-Ladysmith School 
District still ranks among the highest in the province in terms of 
poverty-stricken students. In case we think we are just talking about 
numbers, it goes on to say that these children are doing without food. 
When kids leave on Friday, they come back on Monday and have 
barely eaten all weekend. 


When will the government give us a concrete plan on lifting 
children and families out of poverty? 
© (1910) 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
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Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am pleased that the hon. member 
for Nanaimo—Cowichan has given me this opportunity to explain 
the progress our government has made. 


While Canada is emerging from one of the most fragile economic 


‘times we have seen since the Great Depression, Canada's economic 


recovery is leading the G7 countries. 


The targeted measures in the first phase of our economic action 
plan have contributed to creating the favourable conditions for this 
recovery, but that is not to say that the economic problems other 
countries are facing will not have repercussions on our own country. 


[Translation] 


The recovery remains fragile. 
[English] 


The best protection against poverty is a strong economy and a 
strong labour market. That is why jobs and the economy will 
continue to be our first priority. Under the leadership of Prime 
Minister Stephen Harper, Canada has created 600,000 net new jobs 
since the height of the economic downturn and 300,000 jobs are 
protected through work-sharing agreements. 


Despite the opinion expressed by my hon. colleague, no one here 
is unaware of the reality of poverty. Compassion has nothing to do 
with political allegiances. We all want the best for our fellow 
Canadians. 


We are investing in programs to promote growth and job creation, 
programs like the one time hiring credit for small businesses and 
programs for Canadian workers who have been laid off, like the 
targeted initiative for older workers, which has helped close to 
16,000 people in the most vulnerable communities. 


We are investing in programs for Canadian families. We provide 
over $14 billion per year in benefits to families with children. 


Our government is investing in programs for our seniors who have 
worked hard to build our country. Budget 2011 increased the 
guaranteed income supplement for seniors with little or no income. 
This will be a benefit for more than 680,000 seniors. 


_ We are investing in programs for caregivers. We estimated that 
more than 500,000 caregivers will benefit from the family caregiver 
tax credit. 


We are investing in programs for the working poor. We have 
provided over $1 billion per year in the working income tax benefit, 
which helps to ensure low income families are finally better off when 
they have a job. 


We are investing in programs that promote education and skills 
training because that is the key to economic independence and 
prosperity for everyone. 
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We have also invested in apprenticeships and the trades. As of 
today, we have issued more than 280,000 apprenticeship grants for 
college and university students through the Canada student loans and 
grants program and the adults for low literacy who want to acquire 
the essential skills they need to improve their future prospects. 


I want to stress that the risks to our financial stability are too great 
for us to maintain the status quo. We are looking for ways to 
harmonize these investments with a balanced budget, without 
imposing a tax hike on hard-working Canadians. 


The Deputy Speaker: I would just remind the hon. member that 
members must not mention the name of sitting members of the 
House. ; 


The hon. member for Nanaimo—Cowichan. 
@ (1915) 


Ms. Jean Crowder: Madam Speaker, despite the list of programs 
that the member cites, the reality is that thousands of children and 
their families are still living in poverty in this country. 


The 2010 child poverty report card stated that child poverty was 
known to be economically and socially unsustainable and that we 
either shared the collective responsibility to prevent and eliminate 
child and family poverty or we would face the rising costs in health 
care services, criminal justice and education, along with lost 
productivity and human potential. 


The government continues to talk about jobs. What we are talking 
about is the loss of future workers because they simply are living in 
poverty and do not have access to education and other services that 
they need. 


In June, I tabled Bill C-233, an act to eliminate poverty in Canada. 
The bill was the result of consultations with a wide variety of anti- 
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poverty activists, community members and government officials. I 
would ask the member if she and her government are prepared to 
support Bill C-233, an act to eliminate poverty in Canada? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch: Madam Speaker, Canadians gave us a clear, 
strong mandate. They want us to respect the money they make and 
the money we receive in taxes, and they want us to spend it very 
wisely. 


The best way to fight poverty is to get Canadians working. Our 
government is doing just that. We have created 600,000 new jobs 
since July 2009. 


Our government is reaching out to help families across the 
country, especially those in need. That is one of the reasons that we 
introduced the universal child care benefit and we increased the 
national child benefit. 


Those are all initiatives aimed to help low income families get 
over the welfare wall, just like the WITB that we introduced and then 
increased. 


Every action we have taken has been to help Canadians and their 
families become independent and help them contribute to their 
economy and their community. 


Sadly, the NDP voted against every one of those initiatives to help 
vulnerable families. 


The Deputy Speaker: The motion to adjourn the House is now 
deemed to have been adopted. Accordingly the House stands 
adjourned until tomorrow at 2 p.m. pursuant to Standing 
Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 7:17 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Wednesday, September 28, 2011 


The House met at 2 p.m. 


Prayers 


@ (1405) 
[English] 


The Speaker: It being Wednesday, we will now have the singing 
of the national anthem led by the Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Public Safety. 


[Members sang the national anthem] 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


SCOTT KNOWLES 


Mrs. Tilly O'Neill Gordon (Miramichi, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in the House today to honour the life of a wonderful young man, 
Scott Knowles, who just recently lost his life in a very tragic 
accident. 


Scott was a well-loved and respected man in the community of 
Miramichi. As a youth, he played sports and excelled at school, 
while at the same time dealing with a severe case of Crohn's disease. 
At one time he was forced to undergo four surgeries in nine days. 
While these type of odds would have stopped others, Scott 
persevered through it all. He then went on to follow in his dad's 
footsteps and became a pharmacist. Miramichiers were delighted to 
have him return to our community and work with his dad, Stan, in 
managing their businesses. He was a caring and excellent 
pharmacist. In his private life, he was always an active community 
member, a treasured friend and a devoted son. 


Today our community mourns the loss of a great role model for 
our children and a leading man in our community. Stan, Jean, Tara 
and family and friends are in my thoughts and prayers. 


sek ir 


CANADA LABOUR CODE 


Mr. John Rafferty (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I will rise later today to table a bill that seeks to amend the 
Canada Labour Code. 


As we all know, illness or injury can strike anyone at any time. 
This year alone, hundreds of thousands of hard-working Canadians 
will be struck with catastrophic illness or serious physical injuries 
that prevent them from making a contribution in the workplace and 
providing for them and their family. 


They will need time off, in some cases a lot of time off, to recover, 
but today they have just 12 weeks to recover before they must be 
back on the clock or they risk losing their jobs. For many, this will 
not be enough time and the suffering will intensify. 


The amendment proposed in the bill will extend the eligible period 
from 12 weeks to 52 weeks during which a worker suffering from a 
serious injury or illness is able to return to their job without fear of 
losing their position. 


If passed or adopted by the government, the bill will ensure that 
Canadians suffering from serious injury or illness have some peace 
of mind during their recovery period and will increase the likelihood 
that they will be able to rejoin the workforce in the same capacity 
and in the position that they held before they were forced to leave. 


This is fair and right and I hope my colleagues would agree and 
support the legislation. 


BAY OF FUNDY 


Hon. Rob Moore (Fundy Royal, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Bay of 
Fundy is a Canadian icon that boasts the highest tides in the world. It 
stretches 270 kilometres between the provinces of New Brunswick 
and Nova Scotia and is home to over 12 species of whales. It is also 
home to the world's oldest reptile fossils and Canada's oldest 
dinosaur remains. 


I am proud to say that the Bay of Fundy is the only Canadian entry 
left in the New 7 Wonders of Nature competition. This global 
competition allows individuals to vote for their seven favourite 
wonders. At the end of the voting process, the seven entries that 
receive the highest number of votes will be named to the New 7 
Wonders of Nature. 


The contest deadline is November 11 of this year. I encourage all 
Canadians to vote for the Bay of Fundy at www.new7wonders.com 
and ensure that this Canadian icon gets the international recognition 
it deserves. 
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DAYS OF AWE 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, tonight will 
mark the beginning of what are called the “Days of Awe” in the 
Jewish calendar. Rosh Hashanah, the Jewish New Year and Yom 
Kippur, the Day of Atonement, are observed by Jewish families 
around the world. 


On behalf of the Liberal Party of Canada, I extent our best wishes _ 


to those observing these important days. For myself, I shall be 
spending time celebrating and reflecting with my own family. 


May this be a year of sweetness and harmony, a year of peace and 
justice. 


Shana Tova. 


Tork à 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Costas Menegakis (Richmond Hill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise in the House to offer my sincerest gratitude to the people 
of Richmond Hill, one of Canada's most diverse communities 
nestled in the heart of the GTA. I am deeply humbled that the good 
people of Richmond Hill have given me their confidence to represent 
them here in Canada's Parliament. 


Since being elected, I have spoken with many residents, 
businesses and volunteer organizations, listening to their concerns 
and conveying our government's resolve to work tirelessly to fulfill 
our promise to maintain a stable economy with a greater emphasis on 
Canadian families. With much conviction, we will strive to ensure 
that every citizen feels included and that the concerns of today are 
addressed so that they do not become the worries of tomorrow. 


For we know that the prosperity of our great nation as a whole 
depends upon its regional strengths and successes. Our strong, 
stable, national Conservative majority government will ensure the 
future prosperity of Canada, a country anyone would be proud to call 
home. 


© (1410) 


SALMON RESTORATION SOCIETY 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Juan de Fuca Salmon Restoration Society is a group of 
extremely dedicated volunteers working in the area from the Sooke 
Basin to the San Juan River in my riding. Twelve creeks and rivers 
stand to benefit from their work in rehabilitating and restoring the all 
important salmon habitat. 


The Salmon Restoration Society and wild salmon advocates like 
Alexandra Morton have been working hard to protect pacific salmon 
habit so that local streams will once again produce the salmon that 
are so important for first nations, sport fishing, recreation and 
tourism. 


The Salmon Restoration Society is a very successful partnership 
of community volunteers, small businesses, local government, Royal 
Roads University and the T'Sou-ke and Pacheedaht First Nations. 


On September 25, the society opened its Charters Creek Salmon 
Habitat Restoration and Interpretive Centre. 


I would like to congratulate the dedicated volunteers and also 
those who donated equipment and supplies in order to help restore 
salmon habitat on the west coast of Vancouver Island in my riding. 


eK * 


UNASHAMED: JOURNEY TO HOPE 


Mr. Colin Mayes (Okanagan—Shuswap, CPC): Mr. Speaker, at 
7 p.m. next Tuesday, October 4 at the National Library and Archives 
on Wellington Street, the member for Kildonan—St. Paul and I, 
together with Samaritan's Purse, will be hosting a special screening 
of Listen UP TV's new documentary Unashamed: Journey to Hope. 


The documentary is the story of Sara, from the heart of Addis 
Ababa, a young girl who was exploited, trafficked and robbed of her 
self-worth. The documentary tells of her journey out of darkness and 
back to dignity and hope as she experiences God's unconditional 
love and builds a new life for herself and her young daughter. 


I invite all members to this event so that we all can be aware of our 
work ahead to help women who are being abused and exploited in 
Canada and abroad. 


ROSH HASHANAH 


Mr. Mark Adler (York Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Rosh 
Hashanah, the Jewish New Year, begins tonight. Jewish families in 
York Centre and across Canada will be gathering to celebrate this 
important holiday, reflecting on our past and praying for a brighter 
future. 


This is indeed a new year and a new era for relations between 
Canadians and the Jewish people. I thank the Prime Minister, the 
Minister of Immigration and the Minister of Foreign Affairs for 
standing with the Jewish community. 


In combatting anti-Semitism, our government is leading the world. 
Canada refused to participate in the Durban II and III conferences. 
We have taken a principled stand against this growing form of anti- 
Semitism. 


From standing up for a negotiated two party resolution between 
Israel and Palestine, to announcing support of a three year national 
task force on holocaust research, remembrance and education, to 
creating the communities at risk security fund to provide grants for 
synagogues and Jewish schools, to becoming the first country to sign 
the Ottawa protocol, our government has demonstrated unwavering 
support for Israel, the Jewish people and for human rights around the 
world. | 


Best wishes for a happy, healthy and sweet New Year. 


Shana Tova. 
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[Translation] 


WOMEN OF L'ANSE-À-VALLEAU 


Mr. Philip Toone (Gaspésie—Îles-de-la-Madeleine, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to highlight the extraordinary work done by 
women in L'Anse-à-Valleau, in the Gaspé, who for 20 years have 
fought tirelessly for recognition of the important role played by 
Pointe-à-la-Renommée in Canada's maritime history. 


Blandine and Priscilla Poirier, as well as Marianne Coté from the 
local development committee in L'Anse-a- Valleau, worked hard to 
finally get recognition for the creation of Canada's maritime 
telegraphy service. 


Thanks to these women, the 1904 construction by Marconi 
himself of the first maritime radio station in North America at 
Pointe-a-la-Renommée was recognized as a national historic event 
by the Historic Sites and Monuments Board of Canada. 


Thank you and congratulations to Blandine and Priscilla Poirier 
and to the entire local development team in L'Anse-a-Valleau. 


Ki Rak 
[English] 


TERRY FOX NATIONAL SCHOOL DAY RUN 


Mr. Randy Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, today is the Terry Fox National School Day 
Run. On this day, school kids across Canada will honour the memory 
of Terry Fox by running to raise money for cancer research. Through 
their actions, they are demonstrating the power of Terry's legacy and 
proving that cancer can be beaten. 


I am proud to note that through the Canadian Institutes of Health 
Research, our government is funding $171 million for cancer 
research this year alone. This funding is supporting initiatives such 
as the Terry Fox new frontiers program in Canada, a partnership 
between the Terry Fox Research Institute and the Institute of Cancer 
Research. Thirteen million dollars has been invested in this program 
to support Canadian research programs in cancer that explore new 
frontiers in cure oriented research, just as Terry Fox pushed through 
new frontiers. 


It is with pride that I can say that our government's investment in 
research programs is helping us make headway in the fight against 
cancer. By investing in health research today, all Canadians. will 
benefit tomorrow. 


© (1415) 


[Translation] 


STATUS OF WOMEN 


Mrs. Djaouida Sellah (Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, 90 years ago, Canadian women obtained the right to vote. 
Close to 80 years ago, they were legally recognized as persons. 


The last election marked another achievement: the NDP ran a 
record number of female candidates. Thanks to the support of the 
Canadian public, women make up 40% of the NDP caucus. I am 
very proud to have been a part of this historic moment. I am also 
very proud of these women, whom I admire and respect, and who 
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elected me chair of the NDP's women's caucus. I thank them for their 
support. 


The evolution of the status of women in the western world has 
created a domino effect that can still be seen today around the world. 
The fact that Saudi Arabian women obtained the right to vote in 
municipal elections shows that the path forged by Canadian women 
is still guiding the evolution of many societies. 


We must continue on this path and not downplay the importance 
of our actions today for the future of billions of women around the 
world. 


[English] 


AGRICULTURE AND AGRI-FOOD 


Mr. Ed Komarnicki (Souris—Moose Mountain, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the government has been given a strong mandate by 
Canadians to deliver on our election promises. Earlier today, the 
agriculture minister welcomed the report of the industry working 
group on marketing freedom. The report included input from over 50 
individuals or organizations representing virtually all aspects of the 
grain value chain. 


Unlike the opposition's fear mongering, the industry experts 
confirmed that the sky would not fall in an open market but that the 
sky is the limit. The report will help the government fulfill our 
longstanding promise to allow western Canadian grain farmers to 
decide how they market their grain, whether that is individually or 
through a voluntary Canadian Wheat Board. | 


I ask that all members follow the leadership of the government 
and support our farmers. Regardless of how few votes it received in 
the west, the opposition should stop treating western Canadian grain 
farmers like second-class citizens and work with us to give farmers 
the right to choose how they market their grains. It is a right that 
farmers want and deserve. 


RE 


GREATER VANCOUVER FOOD BANK SOCIETY 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I want 
to tell the House how a seed planted by passion can grow and spur 
corporate social responsibility. Today is the third annual Compassion 
into Action food bank fundraiser benefiting the Greater Vancouver 


_ Food Bank Society. 


I 564 
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This event began in 2009, when Nature's Path Foods founder 
Arran Stephens was inspired after hearing the Dalai Lama speak in 
Vancouver. His family began Compassion into Action, which has 
raised more than $300,000 in the last two years. It is supported by 
local companies such as Vancity, Ethical Bean Coffee and Olympic 
Dairy. Together they have been able to help feed more than 12,000 
families in need through the Greater Vancouver Food Bank Society. 


I have supported this initiative from the beginning. Now I want to 
congratulate all of the businesses involved and the Stephens family 
for their investments in those less fortunate in our community. I hope 
for the day when we will no longer have a need for food banks. 


KK 
© (1420) 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Brad Butt (Mississauga—Streetsville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the government's top priority is the completion of the economic 
recovery. With a still fragile global economy, Canadians have given 
us a strong mandate to implement our low tax plan to create jobs and 
economic growth. It is a plan that is working. 


The Bank of Montreal deputy chief economist told the finance 
committee yesterday that “compared to policy-making in the rest of 
the world, Canada's economic policy-making has been exemplary”. 


While the NDP does what it can to oppose jobs and growth with 
still too many Canadians out of work, the government continues to 
remain focused on Canada's top priority. 


People in my riding of Mississauga—Streetsville want to get back 
to work. The government is supporting their efforts with initiatives 
such as the hiring credit for small businesses. The government will 
continue to keep Canada on the right path. 


wk *K* 
[Translation] 


PATRIATION OF THE CONSTITUTION 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 30 years 
ago, the Supreme Court of Canada rendered its decision on patriating 
the Constitution. This new Constitution brought positive changes, 
such as a charter of rights that puts peoples’ individual rights before 
those of the state. Yet, Quebeckers, now recognized as a nation, are 
the only Canadians to have had this Constitution forced on them 
against their will. 


The NDP is proposing a third option for reconciling the hopes of 
the Quebec nation with our place in Canada. Falling in between the 
perpetual refusal of the sovereignists who want a total breakup and 
the liberal conservatives who do not even want to try, the proposed 
NDP alternative for the future would recognize and protect Quebec's 
specificity, notably by preserving the proportion of Quebec's seats in 
the House of Commons and by protecting linguistic rights in federal 
workplaces in the province. 


In a series of other measures, we will prove that we do not need to 
relive Meech Lake and Charlottetown to give the Quebec nation 
concrete and real recognition. That is how we will build the Canada 
of the future. That is the path set out by Jack Layton and the NDP. 
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LIBYA 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Ajax—Pickering, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
this Monday, a crushing majority of members voted in favour of 
extending Canada's involvement in Libya. A total of 198 members 
stood in support and their votes sent a clear message to the Libyan 
people: they can count on Canada during this post-Gadhafi 


‘transition. 


At that time, the members of the official opposition refused to 
support the Libyan people, they refused to support the excellent 
work of the members of the Royal Canadian Air Force and the Royal 
Canadian Navy. They believe that the job is finished. 


[English] 


They are wrong. The job is not done and Canada does not cut and 
run. We do not shirk our responsibilities. We will continue to protect 
and promote Canadian values around the world. We will support the 
Libyan people as they build a brighter future for themselves. 


The NDP members of this place should be ashamed of their vote 
on Monday. They are wrong on the issues and incoherent on foreign 
policy. The NDP proves yet again it is just not fit to govern. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday, the Prime Minister met with the Minister of Finance 
and the Governor of the Bank of Canada. 


Can the Prime Minister tell us what was discussed at that meeting 
and whether he now has an action plan to deal with the economic 
crisis? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I have said repeatedly, we have an economic action plan. 
That is why we received a mandate from Canadians. Clearly, we are 
concerned about the developments in Europe and elsewhere, but at 
the same time, over 600,000 jobs have been created in Canada. That 
is one of the best records in the industrialized world. That is the path 
we will continue to take. 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday, at the Standing Committee on Finance, economists said 
that the Prime Minister's fiscal approach is missing the mark. 
Doug Porter of BMO said that the Prime Minister's prescription for 
the economy, namely, more restraint, is the wrong approach. 


The Prime Minister needs to realize this. He needs to realize that 
his economic strategy has created a structural deficit, the worst 
deficit in the history of the country. We are now facing a second 
recession under his watch. 


Why does the Prime Minister insist on pursuing this course of 
action? 
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‘Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, this question does not make sense. The hon. member is 


advocating that we increase the deficit. We want to reduce the 
deficit. The government's position is clear. We have a major deficit 
but it is still much smaller than that of other countries, and we will 
ensure that the budget is balanced while the economy continues to 
grow. 


[English] 
POVERTY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
National Council of Welfare said today that poverty costs Canada 
more than $24 billion a year, double what it would cost to lift every 
Canadian out of poverty. Tolerating poverty is bad economics. 


The council calls for an investment approach toward poverty, for 
example, by investing in housing, early childhood education and 
aboriginal employment. Why not have a strategy to end poverty, 
save money and help the economy? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, how we tackle poverty first and foremost is by ensuring the 
economy is growing, creating jobs, making investments in such 
things as housing and education, as well as providing tax breaks for 
people entering the workforce, as the Minister of Finance has done. 
These are things this government has done and is proud to have 
done. What is a mystery to everyone is why the NDP consistently 
votes against these policies. 


x %x *% 


G8 SUMMIT 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
it is now 111 days since the Muskoka minister was put in the 
doghouse and his handlers still cannot get their stories straight. They 
keep telling us that all the projects came in under budget, so let us 
talk about the Gravenhurst arena. 


The minister personally intervened and moved it out of the 
Muskoka slush fund and said he would get the funding elsewhere. 


Now the documents show that this gave the three amigos—the 


mayor, the hotel manager and the minister—a much larger pot of 
goodies. 


Will the minister explain why he personally intervened? Will he 
explain why this project is now the subject of a police investigation? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the facts on this issue have not changed. This has been 
thoroughly aired. 


I say to my friend opposite that of the 32 projects I approved 
under this initiative, not one involved an arena in Gravenhurst. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
who was approving the money then? This is about a minister who 
misused the taxpayers’ dollars, used his BlackBerry to get a friend a 
job, used his office to run a slush fund, and relied on the Prime 
Minister to grease the wheels. 
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The Gravenhurst project blew the budget. People were fired. The 
cops were called in. Does the minister think that is an appropriate 
way to abuse the public trust? It has been 111 days. Will he please 
stand and take accountability for his actions? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, let me be clear. Not one G8 project involved the 
construction of a hockey arena in the town of Gravenhurst, not 
one of the 32 projects. I cannot be any clearer than that. The member 
opposite has the right to his own opinion but he certainly does not 
have the right to create his own facts. 


ous 


THE ECONOMY 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, speaking in 
Lima, Peru, in November 2009, the Prime Minister told that 
gathering that Canada was not going to make the mistake of 
balancing the books at all costs, even if it meant raising taxes and 
slashing public spending. These were the mistakes that led to the 
Great Depression, he told the gathering. 


I would like to ask the Prime Minister, if those words are correct, 
and I think most economists around the world would say that they 
are correct, does he not now -recognize that circumstances have 
changed once again? The world is on the brink of a major recession, 
slowdown is all around us. 


What will it take for the government to change course, once 
again? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the government continues to run a significant deficit, as is 
appropriate at these times, but we are taking steps to ensure the 
budget will balance as the economy grows. 


The difference between our position and the position of the hon. 
member, especially when he had premier responsibilities, was that 
no matter what circumstances we have, his position was we always 
increase the deficit. If times are good, we increase the deficit. If 
times are bad, we increase the deficit. And in the times in between, 
we increase the deficit. 


Obviously, we use a steadier and more prudent judgment in 
managing the economy. 


© (1430) 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, over the last 
five years, the government raised spending, on average, by 18%, by 
$70 billion. The Prime Minister is in absolutely no position to lecture 
anyone in Canada on the subject of finances or anything else. 


The question the Prime Minister has to answer is this. What is he 
going to do when the circumstances change? A payroll tax increase 
of $1.2 billion is now planned for January 2012. Would he at the 
very least cancel that payroll tax? 
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Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member gets on his feet to say, “You're spending too 
much money. Why don't you spend more?” That is the kind of 
position we have come to anticipate from the member. Of course, 
this government's economic record has been mandated by the 
Canadian people and praised by analysts around the world. 


Frankly, everybody in this country has the right to lecture the hon. 
member about how he managed the Ontario economy. 


*** 


[Translation] 


PRESIDENT OF THE TREASURY BOARD 


Hon. Bob Rae (Toronto Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
President of the Treasury Board admitted publicly to the press that 
he was willing to appear before a committee of this House to answer 
some questions. 


I have a very simple question for the Prime Minister. If the 
minister would rather answer questions before a committee, why 
does he still refuse to provide any information or answers to the very 
clear questions asked in this House during question period? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the government has already responded to all of these 
questions here in the House of Commons. I am surprised to see the 
Liberal Party continuing on this path, after the election results. The 
Auditor General examined this issue. The government accepted her 
recommendations and we have answered all of the questions. 


eR + 


THE ECONOMY 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): This govern- 
ment, which is out of touch with reality, continues to boast about its 
record, but its failure to act speaks volumes. The job situation is 
worse than it is letting on. Since the recession, 200,000 more 
Canadians do not have jobs. 


When will this minister stop twisting the figures? When will this 
out-of-touch government take action and start creating jobs? 
[English] 

Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the figure is very clear. The figure is 600,000 net new jobs. Those are 


the jobs that have been created in the Canadian economy since the 
end of the recession in July 2009. 


It is also clear, if the member opposite wants to look at the figures - 


in the G7, that is the best job creation rate in the G7 since the end of 
the recession. 


Can we do more? Yes. Are we doing more? Yes. 


There is a hiring credit for small business. It will be in the budget 
bill next week. I hope the member opposite votes for it. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the government likes to talk about its job creation record, but the 
numbers just do not add up. So here are the facts. There are 500,000 
more people available for work since the recession. Only half that 
number of jobs have been recovered. That is one job for every two 
unemployed people, nothing to brag about. 
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Unemployment is rising. Canadians are tired of talk. When will 
the government stop spinning the numbers and start taking some real 
action on job creation? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
the member can speak louder, but it is still wrong. There are 600,000 
net new jobs, 80% of them full-time jobs in Canada, the best job 
creation record in the G7. 


We anticipate having the strongest growth in the G7 in the next 
two years. That is what the IMF says and that is what the OECD 
said. And Moody's has just renewed Canada's top credit rating in the 
world, triple A. 
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Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is bad 
enough that the finance minister is out of touch with everyday 
Canadians, but it seems that he is out of touch with his Ontario 
buddies too. The finance minister claims jobs are being created in 
Ontario, but at last night's debate, the Ontario Conservative leader 
said that over 300,000 good manufacturing jobs have been lost in 
Ontario alone. 


Could the finance minister tell us whose math is wrong, the 
federal Conservatives or the Ontario Conservatives? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
will not get involved in provincial politics. I will get into trouble at 
home. | 


We have had substantial job creation across the country, 600,000 
net new jobs and that includes participation of the people of Ontario. 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the simple 
fact is good manufacturing jobs are being lost and the government 
refuses to act. Mill closures, boarded up factories, more and more 
Jobs flying overseas. That is the reality for working families in 
Ontario. 


New Democrats have long been calling for action. Now even the 
Ontario Conservative leader sees it is a problem. Why will this out of 
touch government finally take real action and create jobs? Where is 
the jobs plan? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we are following an expansionary economic policy. If we look now 
at what we are doing in terms of transfers, they continue to increase. 
Transfers are very important for the provinces for health, education 
and social services. That is just the opposite of what was done in the 
mid-90s by the previous Liberal government that cut transfers 
unilaterally to the provinces. 


So we are following an expansionary fiscal policy. We are going 
to return to a balanced budget. We think that is important and I am 
sure the member opposite would agree, looking at the trouble that 
some other countries in the world have gotten into by accumulating 
substantial deficits over time and building up large public debt. 
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[Translation] 


SERVICE CANADA 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the scandals involving the President of the Treasury 
Board keep piling up, while services for Canadians are being cut. 
People do not understand why there are some rules for his friends 
and other rules for ordinary people. There is going to be less help 
available at Service Canada centres and some are going to close 
altogether. I am talking about services that directly affect the public 
and not just his friends. 


In the meantime, the minister responsible for the cuts is refusing to 
answer questions in the House and refusing to talk to journalists. Am 
I going to have to send my questions to him on Twitter to get him to 
respond? 

[English] 

Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there will be no Service Canada offices 
closing and no impact on in-person services offered. Canadians gave 
our government a strong mandate to complete Canada's economic 
recovery, create jobs, and return to balanced budgets. Improving the 
way we deliver EI services to Canadians by modernizing the way we 
accomplish this is one of our goals. ; 


Our government is committed to effective and efficient use of 
taxpayers' hard-earned dollars. 


[Translation] 


G8 SUMMIT 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. member for that brilliant 
response. 


Every day we learn about new projects in which the minister was 
personally involved with the help of his constituency office staffers. 
He told his friends not to worry, that whatever could not be included 
in the G8 budget would be included in the economic action plan. 
That is serious. 


The Minister of Foreign Affairs keeps telling us that the Auditor 
General had access to all the information in order to conduct her 
investigation. Now that we know that is not true, are we going to 
start getting real answers? 


[English] 
Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Auditor General presented a report. 


The government has fully accepted the advice that she provided 
on ways we can improve the reporting to Parliament in the years to 
come. We thank her for her work. We have aired all of the responses 
to the questions that have been brought up on this issue. 


What Canadians expect their members of Parliament to be doing 
is to be focusing on their priorities: the creation of jobs, economic 
growth, hope and opportunity. That is what the government is doing, 
focusing like a laser on the priority of Canadian families, the 
economy. 


Oral Questions 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we need 
investments urgently to reduce congestion and avoid further 
thickening of our border. Our prosperity and our economy depend 
on this, things like a modern rail tunnel, improved Nexus, and border 
infrastructure that will reduce wait times. 


The Prime Minister's own guidelines say that Treasury Board 
should “provide oversight of the government's financial management 
and spending”. ' 


Could the President of the Treasury Board explain why money 
was siphoned from important border infrastructure projects to get 
himself re-elected? Why is he more important? 


@ (1440) 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this government has made unprecedented financial 
commitments to support border infrastructure, nowhere more 
anywhere in Canada than in Windsor, Ontario where the government 
has a strong partnership with the provincial government, a strong 
partnership with the State of Michigan and the Obama administration 
in Washington. 


We are working tremendously hard to ensure that trade can flow 
better across that border. What we need is for New Democrats to 
stand in their place and say that they support free trade, that they 
support free trade with the United States, and that they support 
NAFTA. 


Will the member opposite do that? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jean Rousseau (Compton—Stanstead, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the government is tolerating ministers who fail to understand their 
role or why they are entrusted with money. A $50 million fund was 
set up for projects that supposedly were related to the G8 summit. I 
want to remind the ministers and the government that this money 
was meant to be used to improve border infrastructure, including 
what is in my riding. 


Will our government finally allow the truth to come out on this 
waste of public money? 
[English] 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to inform the member that this government 
under this Prime Minister brought forward an $8 billion building 
Canada infrastructure program to support economic growth, to 
support the expansion of the Canadian economy, and all $8 billion of 
that fund were voted against. 


New Democrats voted against every single dollar of that fund. 
Shame on the member. Shame on the New Democratic Party. 


* Re * 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Ms. Linda Duncan (Edmonton—Strathcona, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this week Canada's first nations kicked off national efforts 
for first nations education. Their message is simple, every first nation 
child must have equal access to quality education under control of 
first nations. This was Shannen Koostachin's dream. Evidence shows 
education is crucial to breaking cycles of poverty and hopelessness. 
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Oral Questions 


Will the government commit today to end the 2% cap on funding, 
and provide full and adequate support for first nations education? 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we are working with 
our willing partners to improve the educational outcomes of first 
nations across the country. 


That is why the national chief and myself announced the national 
panel. It is doing good work across the country. It is totally 
independent. The government has not constrained the panel in any 
way. Its recommendations should be coming forward in December or 
January. In the meantime, we will wait to:see the good work that it 
will produce. 


XX * 


PRESIDENT OF THE TREASURY BOARD 


Mr. Mare Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, most Canadians were profoundly disturbed to learn that 
the President of the Treasury Board spent $50 million of their hard- 
earned money the way he did. They are even more disturbed by the 
fact that he will not get up and explain himself. 


I do not know how he can look Canadians in the eyes and tell 
them that he is behaving responsibly. How can the President of the 
Treasury Board of all people think that he is beyond the scrutiny of 
this House when it comes to accountability of public funds? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Infrastructure Canada approved 32 projects to support the 
G8 infrastructure under the three categories provided. I approved all 
32 of those projects. There was a contribution agreement written up 
for each of those 32 projects. 


The Auditor General has made some helpful comments about 
what we can do to be more transparent to the House of Commons in 
the future. We fully accept those recommendations and will follow 
them in the future. 


*K*RE* 


MINISTER OF NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Hon. Gerry Byrne (Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, the Minister of National Defence made a public 
declaration that, while a guest at a luxury fishing lodge, neither his 
host nor his companions had any business dealings with the 
Government of Canada, and yet the facts speak very differently. 


Mr. Rob Crosbie is a political appointee in control of a federal 
crown corporation that receives $200 million in annual subsidies 
from which he draws a personal salary. How does the minister square 
this contradiction and, while I am on my feet, was the fish this big or 
just this big? 

@ (1445) 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I said a number of times, I was on personal time in 
Gander, Newfoundland with some friends on a trip I paid for myself. 
As a result of work, I made the decision to go back to work early. 


Mr. Scott Andrews (Avalon, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in 2002 the 
current Prime Minister criticized a minister for staying at a cottage 
owned by a client of his department. At the time, the current Prime 
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Minister said that he had either acted extraordinarily unethically or 
extraordinarily stupidly. 


My question is for the Prime Minister. When a minister accepts a 
vacation at a luxury fishing lodge owned by the chair of Marine 
Atlantic, would he say that minister was acting extraordinarily 
unethically or extraordinarily stupidly? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as has been made clear, the minister paid for his own 
vacation, so obviously the facts are different. If anyone in the Liberal 
Party actually has any evidence that the minister or anyone else acted 
improperly, he or she can say so outside the House. 


*** 
[Translation] 


JUSTICE 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the minister continues to keep Canadians in the dark about the price 
tag of his crime bill. It is all about transparency. Yesterday, the 
Parliamentary Budget Officer said that this bill will cost billions of 
dollars. Yet this government still will not explain its impact on the 
country's future. 


How can this government be so irresponsible as to force the 
passage of a bill without disclosing how much it will cost? 


[English] 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we tabled hundreds of 
pages for the member's edification before the standing committee 
just before the last election. 


However, if he is worried about the costs, I hope that he could just 
spend a bit of time worrying about the cost to victims in this country 
because this is who the bill targets. It gets those violent individuals, 
those individuals who sexually exploit others and the people in the 
drug trafficking business off the street, and that should have the 
support of the hon. member and his party for a change. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it 
is shocking that the government is ramming the bill through the 
House and yet refusing to tell Canadians anything about what it 
costs. 


The Parliamentary Budget Officer told us yesterday that it was 
unprecedented, in his 30-year career, to have such a major piece of 
legislation that we know will cost billions of dollars. The cost is not 
turning up in a single government document. There are no budget 
items on this whatsoever, not a single line anywhere. 


When will the government come clean on what it will cost the 
Canadian taxpayer? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we report to Parliament 
about the costs of the individual pieces of legislation. 
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The NDP says that it knows it will cost billions. I would ask the 
member to table all those documents that he has. That would be very 
interesting because they are completely out of line with what we 
have been saying and what we have laid before Parliament. 


We should try to agree on something. I think we can all agree that 
if we spent $1 fighting crime in this country, it would be opposed by 
the NDP. 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is sad to 
see that, for all the government's crime rhetoric, one of its top 
priorities is to roll back the clock on legal protections against 
extremist hate speech. 


Will the minister tell Canadians why the government is moving to 
make it easier for racist, sexist and anti-Semitic commentary to 
flourish online? 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am not sure what the 
member is referring to. The bill before Parliament targets drug 
dealers, the people who traffic in narcotics, the people who bring 
. drugs into this country and the people who sexually exploit children. 
That is the government legislation. What is she referring to? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
minister may wish to listen to what some of his colleagues are 
saying in press conferences or in what they are tabling before this 
House. 


We learned this morning that a number of Conservative MPs 
believe that hate speech laws are futile. In our communities, hate 
speech all too often results in acts of violence. It is irresponsible for 
the government to repeal these laws and it shows that the 
government is out of touch with reality and Canadian values. 


Can the minister prove that he is committed to protecting 
Canadians from hate speech? 

[English] 

Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
.General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we protect all victims in 
this country. We consult with victims across this country. We sit 
down with them. We hear what they have to say. The bill that is 
before Parliament right now, Bill C-10, reflects those concerns. 


What I will do for the hon. member, because she should hear from 
those victims' groups as well, is ask those groups that when they 
come to Ottawa again to please spend a bit of time with the NDP and 
the Liberals so they will know the things that we know that we are 
legislating on. 


© (1450) 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
Mrs. Nina Grewal (Fleetwood—Port Kells, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians were justifiably shocked to learn that in Saudi Arabia a 
woman can face a punishment of 10 lashes for the simple act of 
driving a car, a routine act for most women in any democracy. 


Would the Minister of Foreign Affairs contemplate bringing issues 
such as this one to the attention of his counterparts around the world? 


Oral Questions 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, Canada has enjoyed good diplomatic relations with the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia for many years but reports of a Saudi 
woman being sentenced to 10 lashes for the crime of driving her own 
car are deeply disturbing. 


Although we have heard some positive signs of reform announced 
in recent weeks, I think I speak on behalf of all members of the 
House when I condemn, in the sharpest terms, this deeply offensive 
court decision. 


NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we now 
know that the Minister of National Defence was visiting a fishing 
lodge so that he could meet with some of his well-connected friends. 
The chair of Marine Atlantic, Mr. Crosbie, obtained his job from his 
Conservative connections and now he is hosting the minister at his 
fishing lodge. 


Does the minister really think it is appropriate for him to use 
valuable military search and rescue resources to visit Conservative 
appointees? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member has it wrong again. He has been wrong all 
week. He has made misleading statements in the House before. 


I was there on a trip that I paid for myself. I spent some time with 
my friends in beautiful Newfoundland and Labrador. I made the 
decision to leave the trip early to come back to work. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
minister had been warned there were barely enough helicopters to 
meet basic search and rescue requirements. 


Our search and rescue response standard of two hours is the worst 
in the world. Replacing our 50-year-old fixed-wing SAR aircraft is 
stalled because of government mismanagement. The government is 
closing down rescue centres in Quebec and St. John's, and the closest 
SAR helicopter to the Arctic is in Ontario. 


Why will the minister not fix search and rescue in Canada instead 
of using SAR assets as personal transportation? 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, all search and rescue assets that are involved in exercises or 
demonstrations would immediately divert if they were called upon. 
The member knows that because he has participated in these as well. 


When it comes to the issue of military procurement, support for 
the military, support for economic measures, the record of the New 
Democratic Party is a train wreck on the economy and heretics on 
military procurements. 
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Oral Questions 


[Translation] 

Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the Canadian search and rescue helicopter fleet can barely 
meet demand. The situation is so serious that parts are taken from 
one helicopter and used on another. Nevertheless, one of just three 
helicopters based in Gander, one of the regions with the greatest 
need, was used by the minister for a pleasure trip. 


How many helicopters will have to be grounded before the 
minister stops using them as his personal taxis? 


[English] 


Hon. Peter MacKay (Minister of National Defence, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I left the trip early to go back and do some work. 


With respect to the search and rescue assets, as a result of pressing 
needs, the Department of National Defence has purchased a large 
number of spares from the United States, at a very reasonable price I 
might add, that came about as a result of a project cancellation. With 
that purchase and those new parts, we will be able to significantly 
increase the availability and yearly flying time of the Cormorant 
fleet. 


It was the cancellation of this important contract replacement by a 
previous Liberal government that left us in the situation where we 
are flying 50-year-old helicopters. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the minister misused DND resources when our search and 
rescue helicopters can barely meet needs. If the minister is so 
interested in search and rescue operations, we again wonder why the 
St. John's and Quebec City search and rescue centres are being 
closed. 


What is this government's priority —fishing trips or providing 
services to the public and the tools to which the military is entitled? 
@ (1455) 

[English] 

Hon. Keith Ashfield (Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and 
Minister for the Atlantic Gateway, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
consolidation of the sub-centres into the existing Joint Rescue 
Coordination Centres will have no negative impacts on the current 
level of service provided by the Canadian Coast Guard. This does 
not in any way affect the availability of Coast Guard ships, the Coast 
Guard auxiliary or the Canadian Forces aircraft. The consolidation 
represents a positive change by locating all Maritime air search and 
rescue coordinators into the same centres working side by side. 


kk * 


GOVERNMENT FUNDING 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
member for Saskatoon—Humboldt attacked his own Conservative 
government today over the decision to provide $6 million to the 
International Planned Parenthood Federation. He said: 


The battle over the IPPF continues. ... The government only responds to Pro-Life 
issues and concerns when we take an aggressive stance. We will apply this lesson. 


Would the government categorically state that it will not yield to 
such threats and will ensure that women around the globe have 


access to evidence-based programs that include safe abortion and 
family planning services? 


Hon. Bev Oda (Minister of International Cooperation, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for her question because it gives 
me a chance to say what Canada, under the leadership of our Prime 
Minister, has done to save the lives of women and children. 


It was reported last week at the United Nations that more progress 
is being made to reduce the rate of maternal mortality in the last year 
than over the past decade. Canada focused its Muskoka initiative on 
improving the health of mothers and children and taking real action, 
such as preventing malaria, better nutrition and training more 
midwives. We were clear on our criteria and we will fund projects— 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for St. Paul's. 


KORY 
[Translation] 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Hon. Carolyn Bennett (St. Paul's, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, according 
to the Auditor General, the quality of life gap between our first 
nations and other Canadians continues to grow, and the government 
has not managed to work with the first nations to resolve the 
problem. | 


Will the government commit, through a new partnership among 
governments, to provide equal funding for services of equal quality, 
as called for by the National Chief, Mr. Atleo? 


[English] — 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the government has 
a responsibility to treat taxpayer money prudently. I had a meeting 
yesterday with 20 chiefs from the province of Quebec— 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. The member has asked a question. I 
would hope that her colleagues want to hear the answer. 


The hon. Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Develop- 
ment. 


Hon. John Duncan (Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the government has 
a responsibility to deal with budgetary items in a prudent way. We 
are doing that. We are sensitive to the needs of our first nations and 
aboriginal people. 


I have had meetings in this regard and will continue to behave in 
a responsible manner. 
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ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday, we learned that the Conservative government has 
threatened to pull the plug on the RCMP in British Columbia if 
the province does not accept a new policing contract by November. 


The Conservatives are callously willing to jeopardize public safety 
in order to ram through a new contract with the province. Instead of 
being tough on crime, they are being tough on our front-line officers 
and tough on provinces. 


Is pulling police off the streets in British Columbia part of the 
government's so-called crime agenda? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our government is willing to renew contract policing agreements 
with the provinces. After four intensive years of negotiations, it is 
now up to the provinces to decide whether to come on board. 


The same fundamental terms and conditions will apply to all 
provinces. Saskatchewan and Alberta have accepted the agreement. 
British Columbia will have to decide whether to accept the 
agreement. 
© (1500) 

Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the government likes to talk tough on crime, but when it 
comes to front-line police, it continues to fall down on the job. It is 
telling the government in British Columbia to take it or leave it on 
the contract offer. 


British Columbians need to know that the result of these 
negotiations will not be a threat to the safety of their communities. 
Will the minister stand in the House right now and commit that the 
RCMP is staying put in British Columbia? Will the government stop 
playing fast and loose with the safety of British Columbians in these 
negotiations by telling British Columbia to take it or leave it? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
it is not up to the federal government to determine how the province 
wishes to carry out its provincial responsibilities in respect of 
policing. We have been negotiating now for four years. There have 
been intensive negotiations for four years. Some of the provinces 
have accepted the agreement, some have not yet decided. It is up to 
the provinces to make that decision. We do not force provinces to 
accept the RCMP. We think it is a ere deal, but it is up to the 
provinces to do it. 


CO ARS 


CANADIAN HERITAGE 


Mr. John Carmichael (Don Valley West, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday I tabled in the House my private member's bill, an act 
respecting the national flag of Canada. The purpose of this 
enactment is to ensure that all Canadians have the right to fly the 
national flag of Canada. 


The Canadian flag represents all Canadian citizens. It represents 
pride in our great nation and support for those who have sacrificed 
their lives for the principles which it embodies: freedom, democracy, 
courage, and the justice upon which our great nation was built. 


Could the minister tell the House how important the Canadian flag 
is to our heritage? 


Oral Questions 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, first of all, I would like to 
thank the member for Don Valley West for his incredible leadership 
early in this Parliament. Our flag is indeed loved by all Canadians 
and respected all around the world. It is a symbol of our freedom, a 
symbol of our democracy and a symbol of our unity: 


I applaud and support the member's bill so that we can have 
absolute clarity with federal law. Any Canadian who wishes to fly 
the Canadian flag should be able to do so, free from bullying, free 
from intimidation, and to do so proudly as a Canadian from coast to 
coast to coast. | 


[Translation] 


VETERANS 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, Remem- 
brance Day is just around the corner. That day gives us an 
opportunity to remember the tremendous sacrifices made by 
Canadians and to pay tribute to those who died for our country. 


Why does the government pay up to $13,000 for Canadian Forces 
members' funerals, but only $3,600 for veterans' funerals? Why does 
this government care more about gazebos than veterans? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the hon. member for his question. This allows me to 
highlight the excellent work of the funeral and burial program, which 
is managed by the last post fund, with which we work closely. 
Assistance for funerals and burials is offered to veterans who have 
suffered injuries related to their service, regardless of their rank or 
the medals they have received. We will continue working with the 
last post fund and exploring other ways to provide quality services to 
our veterans. 


[English] 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, according to leaked U.S. diplomatic cables, Khaled Samy 
Abdallah Ismail was arrested and sent to a secret U.S. detention 
facility in Afghanistan because of suspicious behaviour. It turns out 
he has a mental illness and was deemed low risk. It took eight 
months for a consular official to visit him, and nine months more for 
him to get home. 


Why the delay in providing basic consular services to a Canadian 
citizen in need? 


Hon. Diane Ablonczy (Minister of State of Foreign Affairs 
(Americas and Consular Affairs), CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to take this opportunity to thank my hon. friend for her question and 
also to welcome her to this important file. I am going to enjoy 
working with her. 
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Points of Order 


I have to inform the hon. member that we do not comment on the 
contents of leaks. I would also point out that the document she is 
referring to is not a Canadian diplomatic cable. 


eo à 
@ (1505) 


UKRAINE 


Mr. Robert Sopuck (Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, Ukraine has undergone a considerable 
transformation since the beginning of the Orange Revolution. 
However, what originally seemed an unstoppable wave of demo- 
cratic freedom has since gone sour with the news that former prime 
minister Yulia Tymoshenko is being politically persecuted. 


Would the Minister of Foreign Affairs please make crystal clear 
for the House Canada's concerns with Ukraine's political situation? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our government has expressed to the Ukrainian government 
our serious concern about the apparent bias in the ongoing judicial 
proceedings against former prime minister Yulia Tymoshenko. 
Political persecution is completely unacceptable. The appearance 
of political bias in judicial proceedings undermines the rule of law. 


We urge, here today, the Ukrainian government to strengthen 
judiciary independence. We will continue to support efforts to build 
a peaceful democratic and prosperous society in Ukraine. 


CH KF 


CANADIAN AIR AND SPACE MUSEUM 


Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
in 1959 the Diefenbaker government scrapped the Avro Arrow, and 
much of the Canadian aviation industry along with it, throwing 
30,000 Canadians out of work. Now this Conservative government 
has done it again. Last week it evicted the world's only replica of the 
Avro Arrow, along with hundreds of veteran volunteers. 


Canadian veterans have asked their minister to reverse this 
disdainful decision. Will the Conservatives listen to Canadian 
veterans and allow their museum to continue? 


Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Govern- 
ment Services and Minister for Status of Women, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the member more than likely knows that this museum is on 
the land of Downsview Park, which is a crown corporation. This was 
a business decision made by Downsview. 


*** 
[Translation] 


JUSTICE 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, the Minister of Justice is claiming that Canadians approve 
of his omnibus justice bill. That is certainly not the case in Quebec, 
as we can see by the reactions of the National Assembly, the Quebec 
bar association and the youth centres. By imposing a gag order, the 
government is showing that it will stop at nothing to impose 
measures that have been formally rejected by Quebec. 


What will it take before the Minister of Justice understands that 
Quebec is saying no to counterproductive measures that do not leave 
room for rehabilitation and increase imprisonment of young people. 


[English] 


Hon. Rob Nicholson (Minister of Justice and Attorney 
General of Canada, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the bill targets those 
who are involved with organized crime, the people who traffic in 
drugs, the people who bring drugs into this country, and the people 
who sexually exploit children. Canadians have not rejected that, but I 
know Quebec rejected the Bloc. We know that for sure. 


Ki ek, 


PRESENCE IN THE GALLERY 


The Speaker: I would like to draw to the attention of hon. 
members the presence in the gallery of His Excellency Jakup 
Krasniqi, President of the Assembly of the Republic of Kosovo. 


Some hon. members: Hear, hear! 


SANTÉ 


POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I rise on a point of order arising out of question period because of 
inaccuracies made by the government side regarding my questions in 
terms of the Gravenhurst centre. 


I have the documents here. The government might not be aware of 
this project that it supported. I would like to table these documents, 
as well as the Toronto Star article of April 21, 2011, which refers to 
the police investigation that is ongoing. The documents are here. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. member have the consent of the 
House to table the documents? 


Some hon. members: No. 


Hon. John Baird: Mr. Speaker, I just want to respond to my 
friend opposite. 


The taxpayers of Canada provide a lot of money to the official 
opposition for research. We encourage the opposition to use it for 
that and not simply to get a subscription to the Toronto Star. 


Hon. Gary Goodyear: Mr. Speaker, I think the member opposite 
should stand in his place and apologize. The project in Gravenhurst 
was funded by FedDev Ontario. It is a conflict between the 
municipality and the contractor. It is before the courts. This 
government had nothing— 


@ (1510) 


The Speaker: Order. Unfortunately, as I mentioned, question 
period has concluded for today. Members may wish to pursue these 
matters at a later date, but certainly not on a point of order. 


September 28, 2011 


; ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 


GLOBAL CENTRE FOR PLURALISM 


Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
Standing Order 32(2), I have the honour to table, in both official 
languages, the Global Centre for Pluralism's annual report for 2010 
and its corporate plan summary for 2011. 


CAM 


INTERPARLIAMENTARY DELEGATIONS 


Hon. Hedy Fry (Vancouver Centre, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to Standing Order 34(1), I have the honour to present to 
the House, in both official languages, two reports of the Canadian 
delegation to the Organization for Security and Co-operation in 
Europe Parliamentary Assembly, OSCE PA, respecting its participa- 
tion at the Trans-Asian Parliamentary Forum held in Almaty, 
Kazakhstan, from May 14 to 16, 2010, and at the fall meeting of the 
OSCE Parliamentary Assembly held in Palermo, Italy , from October 
Sto 11, 2010. 


COUR 


CANADIAN ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 


Mr. Peter Julian (Burnaby—New Westminster, NDP) moved 
for leave to introduce Bill C-289, An Act to amend the Canadian 
Environmental Protection Act, 1999 (nanotechnology). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, as we all know, nanotechnology presents 
real opportunities for innovations across all economic sectors that 
could bring benefits to Canadians, including better health care, a 
cleaner environment and safer products. Along with these opportu- 
nities come potential risks. Nanotechnology creates real health and 
safety concerns, both for Canadian consumers and workers, as well 
as important environmental safety concerns. 


We have been working for the last, few months with grassroots 
groups and science and environmental experts to address this 
regulatory gap in Canadian legislation. This bill is a step toward 
addressing some of these critical shortfalls and ensuring the safe and 
responsible development of nanotechnology. If passed, the bill 
would amend the Canadian Environmental Protection Act to include 
nanotechnology. The bill lays out consistent risk assessment 
processes, prioritizes research on the safety of nanotechnology, 
and establishes a much needed national inventory of nanotechnol- 
ogies. 


I certainly hope that this legislation will recetve broad support in 
the House of Commons, both on the opposition side and on the 
government side. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


CORRE 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-290, An Act to amend the Criminal Code 
(sports betting). 
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He said: Mr. Speaker, this is a very simple bill, matching the 
personality and character of the person moving it. 


It is simply a repeal of one very small section of the Criminal 
Code. The effect it will have will be to allow for sports betting on 
single sporting events in this country. 


This is a very important bill from this perspective. That industry is 
very big, and it is entirely controlled by organized crime at the 
present time, both here and in the United States, because it is 
generally illegal in the United States to bet on one sporting event. 


The estimate in the United States is that $30 billion a year is bet 
on that, all going into the pockets of organized crime and some of it 
offshore. It is estimated that as much as $2 billion is spent in Canada 
annually, with all of that money going out of the country to 
organized crime syndicates in the U.S. and the Caribbean, so it is 
quite important that we move on this. 


The other thing is that there is a national gaming association in 
Canada. It just completed a study that shows the employment that 
would be created by making this into a legal business. For instance, 
in Windsor there will be another 150 jobs either saved or added to 
the current employment in the Windsor casino. In the riding of the 
Minister of Justice there is a casino, and a similar number of jobs 
would either be saved or added. It is job creation. 


The Province of Ontario has signalled that it is very interested in 
placing this operation in the casinos in that province. Other 
provinces are taking different perspectives on it, but there is 
widespread support for this bill and I am seeking support from all 
members of Parliament when it comes up for second reading. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


**RK* 


@ (1515) 


[Translation] 


EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE ACT 


Hon. Denis Coderre (Bourassa, Lib.) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-291, An Act to amend the Employment Insurance 
Act (waiting period and maximum special benefits). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, we all have family members or close friends 
who unfortunately have cancer or serious injuries that prevent them 
from earning an income to support their children or who are in very 
difficult social situations. 


I have presented petitions in this House with thousands of 
signatures. In response to those petitions and the tireless work of 
Marie-Héléne Dubé, it is time to make two changes to the 
Employment Insurance Act. 


The bill would extend the maximum period for which special 
benefits for illness, injury or quarantine may be paid from 15 weeks 
to 50 weeks. More importantly, it would also change the infamous 
waiting period, which forces individuals to wait two weeks before 
receiving money. 


1574 


Routine Proceedings 


By resolving this situation, we can provide some relief for these 
individuals. They are already suffering from their illness; they are 
already suffering serious social and family problems. It is time for us 
to fix this for them. Our role as legislators is to improve the quality 
of life of our constituents. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


x x x 
[English] 


CORRECTIONS AND CONDITIONAL RELEASE ACT 


Mr. Guy Lauzon (Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry, 
CPC) moved for leave to introduce Bill C-292, An Act to amend 
the Corrections and Conditional Release Act (victims’ restitution and 
monetary awards for offenders). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to introduce an amendment to 
the Corrections and Conditional Release Act. This amendment will 
ensure that any monetary amount awarded to an offender pursuant to 
a legal action or proceeding would be paid to the victims and other 
designated beneficiaries. 


This amendment ensures that victims of crime come first and that 
criminals do not profit from their crimes. It is another example of 
this government putting the rights of victims ahead of the rights of 
criminals. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


KK * 


CORRECTIONS AND CONDITIONAL RELEASE ACT 


Ms. Roxanne James (Scarborough Centre, CPC) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-293, An Act to amend the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act (vexatious complainants). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I proudly rise in the House today to 
introduce Bill C-293, An Act to amend the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act (vexatious complainants). 


Correctional Service Canada, CSC, receives thousands of 
complaints per year from offenders. A small group of convicts 
accounts for about 15% of the complaints that are filed. My bill 
seeks to address those inmates who have made a hobby of issuing 
complaints, who have abused the grievance process and who waste 
correctional institution resources by filing numerous complaints that 
are vexatious or frivolous in nature. 


The changes contained within this bill transcend all political 
parties in this House and I sincerely hope that all members will 
support it. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 
te, ee 


@ (1520) 


CANADA LABOUR CODE 


Mr. John Rafferty (Thunder Bay—Rainy River, NDP) moved 
for leave to introduce Bill C-294, An Act to amend the Canada 
Labour Code (illness or injury). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, as we all know, illness and injury can strike 
anyone at any time. This year alone hundreds of thousands of hard- 
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working Canadians will be struck with catastrophic illness or serious 
physical injuries that prevent them from making a contribution in the 
workplace and providing for themselves and their families. 


The amendment proposed in this bill would extend the eligible 
period during which workers suffering from serious injury or illness 
would be able to return to their jobs without fear of losing their 
positions from 12 weeks to 52 weeks. If passed or adopted by the 
government, this bill would ensure that Canadians suffering from 
serious illness or injury would have some peace of mind during their 
recovery period. It will increase the likelihood that they would be 
able to rejoin the workforce in the same capacities and positions they 
held before being forced to leave. 


This is the fair and right thing to do. I hope the minister will agree 
and support this legislation. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read. the first time and printed) 


XX % 
[Translation] 


WAYS AND MEANS 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there have been discussions 
among the parties and I would ask for unanimous consent for the 
following motion: | 

That, notwithstanding any Standing Order or usual practice of the House, on 

Monday, October 3, 2011, following the tabling of a notice of ways and means 

motion relating to the second Budget Implementation Bill, the said ways and means 

motion be deemed moved and a recorded division be deemed demanded and deferred 
to the expiry of time provided for Government Orders that day. 


The Speaker: Does’ the hon. government House leader have 
unanimous consent to move the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
The Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


(Motion agreed to) 


[English] 


LOBBYING ACT 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I move: 


That the Standing Committee on Access to Information, Privacy and Ethics be the 
committee designated for the purpose of section 14.1 of the Lobbying Act. 


The Speaker: Does the hon. government House leader have the 
unanimous consent of the House for this motion as well? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


September 28, 2011 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1575 


(Motion agreed to) 


Mr. Paul Dewar: Mr. Speaker, I ask for unanimous consent to 
propose the following motion: That the provisions of Bill C-10, An 
Act to enact the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act and to amend 
the State Immunity Act, the Criminal Code, the Controlled Drugs 
and Substances Act, the Corrections and Conditional Release Act, 
the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act and other Acts respecting the transfer of prisoners and 
consisting of clause 135 do compose Bill C-10B; that the remaining 
provisions in Bill C-10 do compose Bill C-10A; that the law clerk 
and parliamentary counsel be authorized to make any technical 
changes or corrections as may be necessary; that Bill C-10A and Bill 
C-10B be reprinted; and that Bill C-10B be deemed to have been 
read the first time and printed, deemed read the second time and 
referred to a committee of the whole, deemed reported without 
amendment and deemed read the third time and passed. 


[Translation] 


We are moving this motion because we can take practical 
measures for the aspects of the bill that are supported by Canadians. 


[English] 


The Speaker: Does the hon. member for Ottawa Centre have the 
unanimous consent of the House to propose the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Speaker: There is no consent. 


kek 
@ (1525) 
PETITIONS 
GEORGETOWN SOUTH CORRIDOR 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, diesel 
exhaust is a known danger to public health and is linked to 
cardiovascular disease, respiratory disease, cancers and premature 
death. Diesel exhaust poses an especially potent danger to children 
and the elderly. Diesel is harmful to the environment and contributes 
to climate change. 


Metrolinx is planning an eightfold expansion in diesel rail traffic 
from 50 trains per day to upwards of 400 trains per day in the 
Georgetown south corridor, which cuts through the west end 
neighbourhoods of Toronto, including my riding of Davenport. This 
expansion would make this the busiest diesel rail corridor on the 
planet. 


There are 250,000 people who live within one kilometre of this 
line and 30,000 children who attend one or more of the 200 schools 
near the tracks. Therefore, the undersigned call upon the Govern- 
ment of Canada to act now to ensure that the rail expansion in the 
Georgetown south corridor, including the airport rail link, be 
electrified from the outset, and that there be no further expenditure 
on diesel technology. 


Routine Proceedings 


SICKLE CELL DISEASE 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to present this petition regarding sickle cell disease and 
thalassemic disorders. 


Sickle cell disease affects blood cells, which carry oxygen 
throughout our bodies. In sickle cell disease, red blood cells harden 
into long slivers that block veins and arteries, causing injury to blood 
vessels of organs, including the brain and the lungs. About 10% of 
children develop strokes. Children with sickle cell are also extremely 
vulnerable to infection and have periodic health crises that cause 
terrible pain and difficulty in breathing. The lifespan of persons with 
sickle cell disease can be reduced by as much as 30 years. 


The petitioners call upon the House of Commons to adopt Bill 
C-221, An Act respecting a Comprehensive National Strategy for 
Sickle Cell Disease and Thalassemic Disorders. 


EMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 


Mr. Mark Warawa (Langley, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is an honour 
to present a petition for a number of residents in my riding of 
Langley. 


There are a number of severe, potentially life-threatening 
conditions that do not qualify for disability programs because they 
are not necessarily permanent or because of waiting lists for 
surgeries, which lengthen the recovery time. 


The petitioners call upon the House of Commons to adopt 
legislation to provide additional medical EI benefits for people who 
find themselves in such conditions, benefits at least equal to 
maternity EI benefits. 


CHILD CARE 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I have three petitions to present. 


First, petitioners say that child care is often not accessible or 
affordable for Canadian families and is often of uncertain quality. 
Child care creates jobs, makes Canada more competitive, helps 
achieve women's equality, builds local economies and is recognized 
as a human right. 


The petitioners call on the House to legislate the right to universal 
access to child care and to provide multi-year funding to provincial 
and territorial governments to build a national system of affordable, 
high-quality, public and not-for-profit early childhood education and 
care that is accessible to all children. 


The federal government must establish funding criteria and 
reporting mechanisms that ensure accountability for how the 
provinces and territories use federal funding to ensure quality, 
accessibility, universality and accountability and that acknowledge 
Quebec's right to develop social programs with adequate compensa- 
tion from the federal government. 


1576 


Speaker's Ruling 
CANADIAN BROADCASTING CORPORATION 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the second petition has to do with the CBC. 


The petitioners say they love the CBC and call on the Prime 
Minister to reaffirm the importance of the national public broad- 
caster. 


Further, they call on the Prime Minister to provide the CBC with 
adequate financing by raising the CBC's parliamentary grant from 
the current levels to $40 for every citizen, in keeping with the recent 
recommendations of the House of Commons Standing Committee on 
Canadian Heritage. 


SISTERS IN SPIRIT 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the last petition is about the Stolen Sisters. 


The petitioners call upon the Parliament of Canada to ensure that 
the Native Women's Association of Canada receives sufficient 
funding to continue its important work of protecting women through 
its Sisters in Spirit initiative and to invest in the initiatives 
recommended by NWAC to help prevent more women from 
disappearing. 


That is especially useful in light of the Walk for Justice that 
happened on Parliament Hill last week. 


CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it 
is with pleasure that I bring forward a petition from prairie farmers. It 
asks for support for farmers in western Canada by allowing them to 
determine themselves the future need and role of the Canadian 
Wheat Board and allow for a plebiscite on the future of the CWB. 


As we all know, there was a plebiscite in which in excess of tens 
of thousands of prairie grain wheat farmers gave a very strong 
message that they tried to get to the Government of Canada to retain 
the Canadian Wheat Board. The petitioners are challenging the 
government to respect the will of the tens of thousands of prairie 
grain farmers and allow the Canadian Wheat Board to stay in place 
as is. They are requesting, in essence, that the government to respect 
those wishes. 


I share in those concerns and would ask the government to do 
likewise. 


© (1530) 
The Speaker: I see the hon. member for Davenport is rising. He 
has already presented a petition. It is the custom of the House that if 


a member has more than one petition, they should be done at the 
same time. 


Is there unanimous consent of the House to allow the member for 
Davenport to present an additional petition? 
Some hon. members: Agreed. 
CANADA POST CORPORATION 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
undersigned of this petition call upon the government to maintain 
the integrity of Canada Post as a public corporation and to affirm its 
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commitment to the creation and protection of good jobs for all 
Canadians, young and old. 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that all questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


HERO 


PRIVILEGE 


NOTICE OF PROPOSED PROCUREMENT CONCERNING CANADIAN WHEAT 
BOARD—SPEAKER'S RULING 


The Speaker: I am now prepared to rule on the question of 
privilege raised on September 19, 2011, by the member for 
Malpeque concerning a notice of proposed procurement in respect 
of the Canadian Wheat Board. 


[Translation] 


I would like to thank the member for having raised this matter, as 
well as the Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Government 
in the House of Commons, the members for Winnipeg Centre and 
Winnipeg North, and the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Natural Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board for their 
interventions. 


[English] 


Before reviewing the arguments in the case before us, it might be 
useful to offer members a short explanation of what constitutes a 
contempt of the House. Whereas the privileges that extend to 
members individually and to the House as a collectivity are finite 
and can be categorized, contempts cannot be enumerated or 
categorized. 


House of Commons Procedure and Practice, second edition, at 
pages 82 and 83, notes that the House claims the right to punish, as a 
contempt, actions which are not specific breaches of privilege, but 
which tend to impede the House or its members in the performance 
of their functions or are offences against the authority or dignity of 
the House. While all breaches of privilege are contempts of the 
House, not all contempts are necessarily breaches of privilege and 
the House of Commons enjoys a very wide latitude in maintaining its 
dignity and authority through the exercise of its contempt power. 


[Translation] 


As noted on page 85 of House of Commons Procedure and 
Practice: 


By far, most of the cases of privilege raised in the House relate to matters of 
contempt challenging the perceived authority and dignity of Parliament and its 
members. 


September 28, 2011 


[English] 


In the present case, the member for Malpeque has alleged that a 
contempt of the House has arisen from “the presumption that the 
repeal of the Canadian Wheat Board Act, a procedure which can 
only be sanctioned by an act of Parliament, will in fact occur”. This 
presumption, he maintains, is evidenced by a direct reference in the 
notice of proposed procurement for a contact posted on the MERX 
Canadian Public Tenders website on August 11, 2011. To support his 
contention, the member for Malpeque has pointed to a statement in 
the notice that reads as follows: 


The purpose of the audit is to provide reasonable assurance of the total financial 
impact of the repeal of the Canadian Wheat Board Act and the dissolution or winding 
up of the CWB after the final pooling periods (expected to be July 31, 2012). 


In his view, the posting of this notice constitutes contempt since 
no legislation has been tabled, let alone passed, regarding the 
winding up of the Canadian Wheat Board. 


[ Translation | 


The parliamentary secretary pointed out that contrary to the 
assertion of the member for Malpeque, the very fact that no 
legislation had yet been introduced concerning the future of the 
Canadian Wheat Board, and that there had not been any public 
advertising stating when such legislation would be introduced or 
passed was proof enough that the government was not presuming 
that Parliament would take a particular decision in relation to the 
future of the Canadian Wheat Board. 


[English] 


Rather, he explained, the government had simply issued a notice 
of procurement asking interested and qualified suppliers to provide 
the government with audit information regarding the financial 
impact of the repeal of the Canadian Wheat Board Act, if that were 
to occur based on certain assumptions. 


In his submission, the member for Malpeque quoted from a 
number of rulings by my predecessors, Speakers Fraser, Parent and 
Milliken, pertaining to the issuance of government advertisements 
containing language that was seen to presume on decisions that 
Parliament had yet to make. The Chair has reviewed those rulings 
and understands why the member for Malpeque has used them in his 
arguments before the House. There is no doubt that they deal with 
the principle the member feels has been offended in this case. A 
close reading of the circumstances in each of the cases cited shows, 
however, that this particular case is not quite as analogous as the 
member has suggested. For example, in the case of the decision by 
Mr. Speaker Fraser, much of the controversy surrounded government 
advertisements that clearly stated a date when the then proposed new 
GST would come into effect. In addition, it should be noted that the 
MERX document now at issue was not publicized widely in the 
same manner as the 1989 GST advertisements. 


In this case, the Chair has closely examined the wording of the 
notice of proposed procurement and has found no reference at all to a 
date by which the Canadian Wheat Board Act will be repealed. 
Instead, as the parliamentary secretary has pointed out, the notice 
requests specific audit information regarding the financial impact of 
the repeal of the Canadian Wheat Board Act, if such a repeal occurs, 
and proposes certain assumptions on which to base the calculation of 
that impact. One of these assumptions is that the final pool period is 
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expected to be July 31, 2012. In the opinion of the Chair, the 
language is not absolute. The member for Malpeque has also quoted 
from the terms of reference of a task force the Minister of 
Agriculture and Agri-Food has established. Although the Chair has 
not seen this document, the parts quoted by the member for 
Malpeque appear to use similar language. 


The notice itself presents a hypothetical scenario. It does not 
foresee a specific timetable for legislative action, let alone presume 
the outcome of such action. As I see it, the notice and task force 
terms of reference form part of a planning process that might be 
expected in contemplating the possibility of the repeal of the 
Canadian Wheat Board Act. I know the member for Malpeque does 
not expect the Chair to monitor all internal processes undertaken by 
the government as part of its preparatory work in advance of 
proposing legislative measures to the House. Accordingly, I cannot 
agree with the hon. member for Malpeque's statement that “The 
government presumes that the act has been repealed, which in fact it 
has not’. I see no evidence of such a presumption. 


@ (1535) 
[Translation] 

In the present instance, I do not believe that the wording of the 
text of the notice of procurement posted on the MERX site is 
ambiguous: rather, in my view, it presents a hypothetical case and 
seeks information on the impact of such a scenario. The Chair cannot 


find therein a challenge to the authority or dignity of the House or its 
members, or the primacy of Parliament. 


[English] 


Therefore, I must conclude that the case does not constitute a 
contempt of the House and there is no prima facie case of privilege. 


[Translation] 


I thank all members for their attention. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 


[Translation] 


SAFE STREETS AND COMMUNITIES ACT 


The House resumed from September 27 consideration of the 
motion that Bill C-10, An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of 
Terrorism Act and to amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal 
Code, the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and other Acts be read the 
second time and referred to a committee, and of the amendment. 


Mr. Francois Lapointe (Montmagny—L'Islet—Kamouraska 
—Riviére-du-Loup, NDP): Mr. Speaker, thank you for allowing me 
to add a few more comments. 


Yesterday, I closed by asking about a nonsensical contradiction: 
how do we show respect for victims, by creating the necessary 
conditions to produce more victims in the coming years? I would 
like to explain a few other things that do not make sense before 
leaving the House today— 


1578 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 28, 2011 


Government Orders 


The Speaker: Order, please. It seems that there are problems with 
the interpretation. Is it fixed now? Okay. 


The hon. member for Montmagny—L'Islet-—Kamouraska— 
Rivière-du-Loup may resume. 


Mr. Francois Lapointe: Mr. Speaker, I would like to take a 
moment to address the communities that may be tempted to support 
this bill thinking that a prison expansion in their area would be a 
good thing. The expansion of our prisons should never be considered 
anything other than a collective failure. Let us not forget that. Having 
more citizens in prison must be considered a definite sign of the 
failure of our training programs and the failure of our economic 
system to create jobs. Prisoners are not a natural resource that help 
the development of a region in which there is a prison. Let us always 
keep this perspective in mind when making these collective choices. 


Another thing related to this bill that does not make sense is the 
fact that it affects the right of judges to simply do their work, 
exercising their right to judge. This is an ideological blunder. It is 
something that leads us to a sort of limitation on what the law should 
be and deprives judges of their opportunity to think. What will 
happen if we tell a judge that the theft of an apple is punishable by a 
minimum sentence of one day in prison? A judge's job is to 
determine whether the apple was stolen simply as mischief or 
whether it was stolen to feed a starving child. Any judge who does 
his or her work properly would not impose the same sentence in 
these two cases. 


The government's ideological leaning is a very bad thing and it is 
depriving judges of their right to simply do their job. That is why the 
Canadian Bar Association and the Barreau du Québec are concerned 
about this bill and even blatantly opposed to it. 


There is an important point here. This bill does not make any 
sense. How can judges work with a law that would lead them to 
impose sentences on small-time drug dealers that are twice as long as 
the sentences imposed on those who sexually abuse minors? That is 
what the bill before us is proposing. 


Another thing that does not make sense is how Canadians’ right to 
debate is being affected. By combining all these bills, the 
government is manipulating the public debate. The members 
opposite can be sure that Canadians will not be fooled. The right 
to a pardon is.being questioned. If someone says that it is important 
to retain the right to a pardon, it does not mean that they support 
pedophilia. The two things are unrelated. The government is 
manipulating the debate and should apologize for insulting 
Canadians' intelligence. 


Therefore, we have a very simple choice to make. The 
government is moving towards a very repressive system: I will go 
back to the example I began giving yesterday of the movie, A 
Clockwork Orange. In this very popular movie, young people who 
are discovering their leadership qualities live in such a repressive 
society that, to be noticed, they have no other choice but to become 
delinquents. The more repressive the society becomes, the more that 
is the choice facing these future potential young leaders: to be 
noticed, they must be delinquents in a repressive system. 


At the other end of the spectrum, another very popular movie, 
Mr. Holland's Opus, is about a high school music teacher who fights 


cuts to his budget for clarinets, saxophones and drums, and helps 
young future leaders to develop. 


This government is ramming a choice about our society down our 
throats. It does not want to use any part of the $5 billion of public 
money to ensure that a talented young 13-year-old girl somewhere in 
Canada has the clarinet that will help her to develop as a citizen, or 
that young people who are members of a theatre group have the 
money to go on a provincial tour. It has decided to invest such a huge 
amount in repression that there will not be enough money for 
education, extracurricular activities or rehabilitation that would 
simply lead to a lower crime rate this year, next year and for decades 
to come. This is a social choice that is being rammed down our 
throats. Canadians are not fooled and it is really a very bad choice. 


© (1540) 
[English] 


Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Madam Speaker, in listening to 
the member, I wonder if he had an opportunity to read part of the 
legislation. It would appear that he would have Canadians believe 
that an innocent 13 year old is growing five pot plants in his 
basement for his buddies whose parents will not let them smoke 
dope. 


Has he read the parts in there where the aggravating 
circumstances actually kick in such as where violence has been 
used in selling drugs, where it is used in prisons, where it is used by 
abusive positions in authority, where weapons are involved? These 
are serious drug offences. Did the member read those aggravating 
circumstances? 


[Translation] 


Mr. François Lapointe: Madam Speaker, our colleagues form the 
government keep bringing up these extreme examples. Yet the bill 
sets out minimum sentences for minor crimes. In Quebec in 
particular, efforts are very focused on rehabilitating youth. In the 
1980s, I had the misfortune of living in an area with a relatively high 
crime rate. The crime rate has dropped; rehabilitation works. 


They always talk about horrific crimes like sexual abuse against a 
minor that involves a weapon. We completely agree that the law 
needs to crack down on serious crimes and sexual offences against 
children. We are not questioning that. It is the other part of Bill C-10, 
which sets out minimum sentences for minor crimes, that we do not 
agree with. 


@ (1545) 
[English] 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, as my colleague will know, the inclusion of so many new 
mandatory minimum sentences in the act removes the incentive for 
defendants in our court systems to reach a plea of guilty. 


Has my colleague seen anything in Bill C-10 that will relieve or 
even mitigate the added congestion and delays in our court system 
that will be caused by forcing so many defendants to trial? 
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[Translation] 


Mr. François Lapointe: Madam Speaker, I have seen nothing in 
the bill that would relieve the congestion for those involved in the 
legal process. This is an important aspect to consider and it would be 
respectful of everyone, including victims. As long as this is not 
resolved, and the legal system cannot handle the overload, the 
victims also suffer as they wait for the outcome of legal proceedings. 
My colleague brought up an excellent point. The bill tabled by our 
colleagues on the other side makes absolutely no mention of this. 


[English] 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, the Conservative member of Parliament posed a question, 
asking “Have you read?” 


I have a similar “have you read” question. This came from the 
Winnipeg Free Press. It was actually a columnist from Vancouver 
who had written it. The headline reads: “The Prime Minister gets 
tougher on pot growers than child rapists”. 


I would ask if the member has read this in the article: 


A pedophile who gets a child to watch pornography with him, or a pervert 
exposing himself to kids at a playground, would receive a minimum 90-day sentence, 
half the term of a man convicted of growing six pot plants in his own home. 


I am not sure if the member read it. I believe it to be true. Would 
the member agree that this is a true assessment that was written not 
by a member of Parliament but a columnist from Vancouver? 


[Translation] 


Mr. François Lapointe: Mr. Speaker, I did not completely follow. 
I was asked to comment on this journalist's column. We are talking 
about a bill that sets out more severe penalties for certain minor drug 
production cases than some other cases. I want to make something 
clear. I am the father of three young children, and I would 
immediately agree to crack down more severely on any crime related 
to pedophilia. The rest of the bill is not balanced. The fact that a 
small producer would have a sentence twice that of someone who 
sexually abused a minor is simply unacceptable. I hope that is what 
my colleague was asking. 


Mr. Joe Comartin: Madam Speaker, I seek the unanimous 
consent of the House to move the following motion: That the 
provisions of Bill C-10, An Act to enact the Justice for Victims of 
Terrorism Act and to amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal 
Code, the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and other Acts with respect 
to the youth criminal justice system, and consisting of clauses 169, 
174 and 186, do compose Bill C-10B; that the remaining provisions 
of Bill C-10 do compose Bill C-10A; that the Law Clerk and 
Parliamentary Counsel be authorized to make any technical changes 
or corrections as may be necessary. That Bill C-10A and Bill C-10B 
be reprinted; and that Bill C-10B be deemed to have been read the 
first time and be printed, deemed read the second time and referred 
to a committee of the whole, deemed reported without amendment 
and deemed read the third time and passed. 
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[English] 


There are two parts to the bill. One is with regard to the young 
offenders part of the bill. It implements recommendations that we 


received from a number of the provinces as well as prohibiting the 


housing of young offenders with adults. That is one part. 


The second part is with regard to the former Pardons Act, which 
would allow for the extension of the length of time that a person 


. Would have to wait to get a pardon. It is a principled stance on our 


part. It is a practical approach to resolving issues that are of 
unanimous consent, I believe, within the House. 


[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: Does the hon. member have the consent of 
the House to table this motion? 


Some hon. members: No. 
The Deputy Speaker: There is no unanimous consent. 


Resuming debate. The hon. member for Brampton West. 
[English] 


Mr. Kyle Seeback (Brampton West, CPC): Madam Speaker, I 
am pleased to participate in the second reading debate on Bill C-10, 
the safe streets and communities act. 


The bill would fulfill the government's commitment in the June 
2011 Speech from the Throne to bundle and quickly reintroduce 
crime bills that died on the order paper when Parliament was 
dissolved for the general election. 


Integral to this commitment, as articulated in the Speech from the 
Throne, are two key statements that I want to quote because I think 
they give voice to what all Canadians firmly believe. 


First: 


The Government of Canada has no more fundamental duty than to protect the 
personal safety of our citizens and defend against threats to our national security. 


Second: 


Our government has always believed the interests of law-abiding citizens should 
be placed ahead of those of criminals. Canadians who are victimized or threatened by 
crime deserve their government's support and protection— 


In my view, this precisely characterizes Bill C-10. It packages nine 
former bills that, collectively, recognize and seek to protect our 
vulnerabilities; for example, children's vulnerability to being preyed 
upon by adult sexual predators, foreign workers' vulnerability to 
being exploited by unscrupulous Canadian employers, and our 
collective vulnerability to suffering the harms that go hand in hand 
with serious drug crimes, such as drug trafficking, production and 
acts of terrorism. 


Knowing this, and knowing as well that many of these reforms 
have been previously debated, studied and passed by at least one 
chamber, there is no reason not to support Bill C-10 in this 
Parliament. 


Bill C-10 is divided into five parts. 
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Part 1 proposes to deter terrorism by supporting victims. It would 
create a new cause of action for victims of terrorism to enable them 
to sue not only the perpetrators of terrorism but all those who support 
terrorism, including listed foreign states, for loss or damage that 
occurred as a result of an act of terrorism or omission committed 
anywhere in the world on or after January 1, 1985. 


The State Immunity Act would be amended to remove immunity 
from those states that the government has listed as supporters of 
terrorism. These amendments were previously proposed and passed 
by the Senate in the form of Bill S-7, justice for victims of terrorism 
act, in the previous session of Parliament. They are reintroduced in 
Bill C-10, with technical changes to correct grammatical and cross- 
reference errors. 


Part 2 proposes to strengthen our existing responses to child 
exploitation and serious drug crimes, as well as serious violent and 
property crimes. It would better protect children against sexual abuse 
in several ways, including by uniformly and strongly condemning all 
forms of child sex abuse through the imposition of newer and higher 
mandatory minimum penalties, as well as creating new core powers 
to impose conditions to prevent suspected or convicted child sex 
offenders from engaging in conduct that could facilitate or further 
their sexual offences against children. 


These reforms are the same as they were in former Bill C-54, 
protecting children from sexual predators act, with the addition of 
proposed increases to the maximum penalty for four offences and 
corresponding increases in their mandatory minimum penalities to 
better reflect the particularly heinous nature of these offences. 


Part 2 also proposes to specify that conditional sentences of 
imprisonment, often referred to as house arrest, are never available 
for offences punishable by a maximum of 14 years or life, for 
offences prosecuted by indictment and punishable by a maximum 
penalty of 10 years that result in bodily harm, trafficking and 
production of drugs or that involve the use of a weapon, or for listed 
serious property and violent offences punishable by a maximum 
penalty of 10 years that are prosecuted by indictment. 


These reforms were previously proposed in former Bill C-16, 
ending house arrest for property and other serious crimes by serious 
violent offenders act which had received second reading in this 
House and was referred to the justice committee when it died on the 
order paper. 


It is in the same form as before with, again, a few technical 
changes that are consistent with the objectives of the bill as was 
originally introduced. 


Part 2 also proposes to amend the Controlled Drugs and 
Substances Act to impose mandatory minimum sentences for serious 
offences involving production and/or possession for the purposes of 
trafficking and/or importing and exporting and/or possession for the 
purpose of exporting Schedule I drugs, such as heroin, cocaine and 
methamphetamine, and Schedule IT drugs, such as marijuana. 


@ (1555) 


These mandatory minimum penalties would be imposed where 
there is an aggravating factor, including where the production of the 
drug constituted a potential security, health or safety hazard, or the 
offence was committed in or near a school. 
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This is the fourth time that these amendments have been 
introduced. They are in the same form as they were the last time 
when they were passed by the Senate as former Bill S-10, Penalties 
for Organized Drug Crime Act, in the previous Parliament. 


Part 3 proposes numerous post-sentencing reforms to better 
support victims and to increase offender accountability and 
management. Specifically, it reintroduces reforms previously con- 
tained in three bills from the previous Parliament: Bill C-39, Ending 
Early Release for Criminals and Increasing Offender Accountability 
Act; Bill C-5, Keeping Canadians Safe (International Transfer of 
Offenders) Act; and Bill C-23B, An Act to amend the Criminal 
Records Act and to make consequential amendments to other Acts. 


Bill C-10 reintroduces these reforms with some technical changes. 


Part 4 reintroduces much needed reforms to the Youth Criminal 
Justice Act to better deal with violent and repeat young offenders. 
Part 4 includes reforms that would ensure the protection of the public 
is always considered a principle in dealing with young offenders and 
that will make it easier to detain youth charged with serious offences 
pending trial. 


These reforms were also previously proposed in former Bill C-4, 
Sébastien's Law (Protecting the Public from Violent Young 
Offenders). 


Part 5 proposes amendments to the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act to better protect foreign workers against abuse and 
exploitation. Their reintroduction in Bill C-10 reflects the fifth time 
that these reforms have been before Parliament, with the last version 
being former Bill C-56, Preventing the Trafficking, Abuse and 
Exploitation of Vulnerable Immigrants Act. 


In short, Bill C-10 proposes many needed and welcome reforms to 
safeguard Canadians. Many have already been supported in the 
previous Parliament and Canadians are again expecting us to support 
them in this Parliament. 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Madam Speaker, Mr. 
Peter Blaikie, who is a very distinguished Canadian lawyer and 
founder of the law firm Heenan Blaikie in Montreal and a former 
president of the Progressive Conservative Party of Canada, wrote an 
article earlier this year in August. He said: 


More specifically, mandatory minimum sentences, by imposing a straitjacket on 
judges, limit their ability to differentiate as regards the same offence with respect to 
what might be completely different circumstances. Judges are human and might on 
occasion err; however, they are highly educated and highly trained, far better 
equipped to determine appropriate sentences than our members of Parliament. 


I would like to ask my hon. colleague if he feels that he knows 
better than people who are trained in that way or better than Peter 
Blaikie. 
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Mr. Kyle Seeback: Madam Speaker, I fundamentally disagree 
with the premise that our justice initiatives are not in the best 
interests of Canadians. My friend can quote whoever he wants to 
quote but I will quote from people who matter. These are victims of 
crime. It reads: 


The Prime Minister is to be lauded for following through on his 2008 and 2011 
election platform promises to bring this measure forward. Having just marked the 
tenth anniversary of that terrible day, I believe this decennial year is a truly 
appropriate time to enact this measure which will help frame this government’s 
legacy as an unyielding foe to terror and a stalwart advocate of its victims. 


This was said by C-CAT co-founder Maureen Basnicki, whose 
husband was murdered on 9/11. These are the people for whom we 
are enacting this legislation. We will stand up for victims of crime. I 
do not understand why the members opposite want to stand and 
quote people who have no interest in talking about this crime 
agenda. 


© (1600) 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, that is an interesting comment. I wonder if the member 
could actually speak up for the disproportionate numbers of 
aboriginal peoples who are incarcerated. 


An article in the Zoronto Star on February 20, indicated that there 
was a bleak link between poverty and incarceration. While 
aboriginals, many mired in poverty, represent 4% of Canada's 
population, they make up almost 20% of those in federal prisons. 


I could, of course, quote from any number of articles that talk 
about the importance of preventive programs and working to keep 
people out of the prison population, and that includes adequate 
housing, health care, education, drinking water and the list goes on 
and on. 


I wonder if the member could comment about his government's 
plans to do-something about prevention. 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague's 
question was not particularly what I was talking about. We are 
talking about introducing legislation to protect Canadians from crime 
and to support victims of crime. 


We do have an aboriginal justice strategy in place that we are 
working on and working very hard to implement. 


However, I want to talk to the people who support this legislation. 
I will give the House another quote: 


Whether it is by keeping dealers and producers off the streets and out of business, 
or by serving as a deterrent to potential dealers, this proposed legislation will help our 
members in doing their jobs and keeping our communities safe. In simple terms, keep 
these criminals in jail longer, and you take away their opportunity to traffic in drugs. 


Who said that? It was President Tom Stamatakis of the Canadian 
Police Association. That is who we are standing up for and we are 
thrilled to have his support. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Pierre Dionne Labelle (Rivière-du-Nord, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I was listening to the hon. member's thoughts on the war 
on drugs. In the United States, cracking down on the traffickers is a 
total failure: there have never been more drugs around. 
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How can the hon. member claim that the way to deal with the 
traffickers is to impose harsher sentences, when that approach has 
failed everywhere else? I do not understand his logic. 


[English] 


Mr. Kyle Seeback: Madam Speaker, my friend is talking about 
what has happened in the United States. It is interesting that 
whenever members opposite want to talk about our legislation, they 
just blindly suggest that we are following the American model. 


I have another quote for the House: 
Mandatory minimum sentences for serious drug crimes will help in our fight 
against organized crime in the trafficking and production of drugs. 


...keep these criminals in jail longer, and you take away their opportunity to 
traffic in drugs. 


Who said that? That was said Charles Morny, president of the 
Canadian Police Association October, 2010. 


Those are the kinds of people whose support we are happy to 
have. The members opposite can quote whoever they want but we 
are standing up for Canadians and police forces. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Geoff Regan (Halifax West, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to speak to today's debate on Bill C-10, which deals with 
crime. 


[English] 


I will first look at the context in which this bill is being 
introduced. 


I will look at the crime rates. What is happening with the crime 
rates? They are dropping and they have been dropping for a long 
time as a matter of fact. 


What is happening with the violent crime rates. They are also 
dropping and they have been dropping for a long time. 


What about the intensity of crime? That has also been dropping. 
Mr. Rodger Cuzner : Unemployment rates are going up. 


Hon. Geoff Regan: Meanwhile unemployment rates, as my 
colleague, the member for Cape Breton—Canso, points out, have 
been going up. 


On July 21 of this year, Statistics Canada released this information 
stating: 
The national crime rate has been falling steadily for the past 20 years and is now 
at its lowest level since 1973. 


In that circumstance, what might the government invest in? What 
would it decide to put its resources into? It could put its resources 
into health, but it is not doing that. It could put the money into 
education, but we are not seeing that. It could put an emphasis on 
putting funds into innovation to make our economy strong, but we 
do not see it. It could put funding into crime prevention. 


However, what the government does instead is it puts a number in 
the window on a budget and says that it will spend this much on 
crime prevention and ends up spending far less in reality. That is 
where the government's priorities are. 
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We know the government is not interested in the crime rates in the 
same way that it is not interested in data or scientific information 
when it comes to the census, which we all saw what happened there, 
when it comes to climate change and in so many other areas. In fact. 
the government's attitude is that it wants Canadians to be very afraid 
and to believe they need this kind of an agenda. 


Of course we should be striving to lower crime rates because that 
is a good thing, and it is good that it has been happening, but is 
building more prisons the answer? The government is already 
spending a lot more money on programs that do not work and a lot 
more money on prisons. 


In fact, let us compare what has happened in the last few years. In 
2005-06, the last year of the Liberal government, $1.6 billion were 
spent on the correctional service. By 2011-12, this year, that number 
has gone up from $1.6 billion to $2.98 billion, an increase of 86%. 
The forecast that we have already seen, and there is more coming 
because of this bill, is that by 2013-14, it will be $3.15 billion, an 
increase of over 100%. That is just based on the changes that have 
been made so far, not including what is in this bill. 


This bill is an amalgamation of nine previous bills, many of which 
this party previously offered to fast-track and move forward. 
However, the government did not want to do that. It wanted to 
play games. In fact, some of the bills were brought in and then it 
prorogued Parliament and tried to blame the other parties for not 
moving the bills forward. What a ridiculous strategy. 


Meanwhile, we have the work of the Parliamentary Budget 
Officer, a person who was hand-picked by the Prime Minister, 
chosen by the government, selected to do the job, an important job, 
of assisting members of Parliament in assessing bills being brought 
forward, assessing what the government is telling us about finances, 
and telling us whether it is accurate or not. 


The fact is that the Parliamentary Budget Officer told us that just 
one of the government bills would add $5 billion to the taxpayers' 
burden. That is the one bill that he could information from the 
government about. It would not give him information about the other 
bills. 


We need to remember that we are talking about this bill 
amalgamating nine bills entirely, not just one. We are hearing that 
will cost, according to the Parliamentary Budget Officer, somewhere 
between $10 billion and $15 billion, although it is difficult to say 
since the government will not share information. 


This is, after all, the biggest spending government in Canadian 
history. This is the government that has increased spending since it 
came into office by 35%. It increased spending by 18% in its first 
three years. That was before the recession began. 


Members on this side will recall that the recession did not start 
until the fall of 2008. However, in April and May 2008, the 
government was already in deficit because of its high spending. 


© (1605) 
That is an important point. The money was spent for gazeboes, 


steamboats and $90,000 a day consultants to do the jobs of highly 
paid, highly skilled civil servants. 
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Mr. Ryan Leef: Madam Speaker, on a point of order, this debate 
is on Bill C-10. We have now had about four minutes on the state of 
our economy and what a great job the Liberal government was doing 
years ago. Could we get this back on track? 


The Deputy Speaker: I am sure the hon. member will be making 
his point. 


Hon. Geoff Regan: Madam Speaker, that is very timely. I have 
finished the part of my speech regarding the context of this 
legislation, the finances of the country, and where the Conservative 
government chooses to spend money. 


Yesterday, an article in the Globe and Mail stated: 


Correctional Services Canada’s overall budget for the current fiscal year of 2011- 
12 is projected to be $514.2-million, or 20.8 per cent, higher than the year before. 


It is clearly higher than the minister's estimates. 


What do we have after six years of this kind of agenda from the 
government? We have overcrowded prisons. What is the result? The 
result is more crime in prisons. Corrections Canada officials who 
appeared before the government operations committee on which I 
was sitting last spring told us about the problems caused by double- 
bunking in their facilities and how it is creating a more dangerous 
work environment for them. We see this in places like the Dartmouth 
jail in my province of Nova Scotia. As we have seen in other places, 
the result of this is more reoffending. | 


The bills the government has already passed are imposing costs on 
the provinces as well. That is an important point. They have to build 
more correctional centres. They are seeing fewer plea bargains 
because of mandatory minimum sentences. Defence lawyers are not 
willing to bargain because there is nothing to bargain for. They 
cannot bargain down a minimum sentence. We are seeing more trials 
as a result, more backlogs and longer pretrial remands. Most of these 
costs are falling on the provinces. 


For example, there is a section in Bill C-10 that would amend the 
Corrections and Conditional Release Act. In that part of the bill, 16 
minimum mandatory sentences have been created, and the maximum 
of two years less a day or less is left alone. In other words, that 
person stays in provincial custody. The cost of these additional 
sentences and the additional number of people who will be 
imprisoned is on the province. 


Those are the facts. That is important data. However, the 
government is not interested in that kind of information. 


Under this legislation, if a young person at university has a 
prescription for Tylenol 3 and he or she passes one of those pills to a 
sick friend, that young person could go to jail for two years. 
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Where is the evidence to show that shovelling billions of dollars 
into the prison system would make us safer? Safer streets are 
mentioned in the bill's title. Therefore, that should be the number one 
question. Would this legislation make our streets safer? All the 
evidence indicates no. 


The philosopher George Santayana once said that those who 
cannot remember the past are condemned to fulfill it. 


Let us look at what has happened elsewhere in the past. 


The U.S. is the best example of a place with high incarceration 
rates. These methods have been tried and have proven to be 
disastrous there. Its prisons are collapsing under their own weight. 
The U.S. incarceration rate is now 700% higher per capita than 
Canada's. Its violent crime rates are far higher than Canada's. For 
every 100,000 Canadians, Canada has had two murders, whereas the 
US. has had five. For every 100,000 Canadians, Canada has had 89 
robberies and the U.S. has had 145. 


As my time is running out, I will wind up by urging members to 
vote against this legislation. 
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Hon. Laurie Hawn (Edmonton Centre, CPC): Madam Speaker, 
I listened to my friend with interest. The members on that side put a 
lot of stock on-the Parliamentary Budget Officer. That is fine. 


However, a study came out today showing that out of 15 particular 
cases where the PBO had rendered an opinion, he was right four 
times. When the Minister of Finance or someone on this side of the 
House rendered an opinion they were right nine times. They agreed 
on two of them. I throw that out as an observation. 


There was a lot of rhetoric from those members stating that 
anyone who grows six pot plants would be thrown into jail when in 
fact that is not what the legislation says. Would the member not 
admit that who we are really after are the people who grow it to 
traffic and export it? Would the member at least admit that is actually 
the intent of the bill? 


Hon. Geoff Regan: Madam Speaker, first let me speak about the 
challenges the Parliamentary Budget Officer faces. He was 
appointed by the government and given the job of reporting to 
Parliament and advising us as parliamentarians so we can do our 
constitutional job of voting on spending. However, the government 
refuses to give that person the tools and information he needs to do 
his job. 


Now government members are complaining that he is not doing a 
good enough job when they will not give him the information to do 
it. I think it was Yeltsin who said that he wished he had just one 
economist instead of 10,000 because they all have different views. 
Because economists have different views, they will have different 
outcomes. However, I think we can recognize that when it comes to 
the cost of the bills the government has been wrong. The numbers 
show that already. The numbers are out to lunch. They are way over 
what had been projected. 


When it comes to the government's intention, the fact is that 
members on this side of the House have offered a number of times to 
fast track the parts of the bill that we agree with. However, there are 
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other parts that are very problematic and the government fails to 
recognize that. 


® (1615) 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, at the beginning of my colleague's speech he spoke about 
the declining statistical trends in the crime rate. I take the point about 
the absurdity of this bill in the context of declining crime rates. 
However, it seems to me too that good policy is good policy and 
good legislation is good legislation. 


I wonder if the member would feel any differently about the 
contents of this bill were crime rates actually rising. 


Hon. Geoff Regan: Madam Speaker, it is important to examine 
the context of what the government is doing in the situation and 
where it is putting its priorities. The member makes an excellent 
point as to whether we would feel differently if crime rates were 
rising. It makes sense to focus on and choose to invest particular 
attention in this area. We want to see a reduction in crime rates. 
However, that is happening already. 


The question is not so much whether one would use these 
measures. One could invest in other ways. In fact, the measures in 
this bill are not well calculated toward reducing crime. In the U.S. it 
has resulted in an increase in crime and more victims. How do we 
improve the situation for victims if there are more of them due to 
more crime and a silly agenda that does not work? 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Madam 
Speaker, earlier the member for Halifax West put a question relating 
to Peter Blaikie in reference to Maureen Basnicki's gratitude for the 
bill. As a member of Parliament, I would also vote for the portion of 
this bill relating to terrorism if it were made separate. I wonder if the 
member for Halifax West feels the same way. Maureen Basnicki's 
quote had nothing to do with the question raised. 


Hon. Geoff Regan: Madam Speaker, I do not recall quoting 
Madam Basnicki. It is not a name that I have read. Perhaps someone 
else did. I gather the Conservative side quoted her. I would have to 
review her words to determine whether I would agree. It sounds as 
though I might, but I would have to look at that. 


Mr. Dave Mackenzie (Oxford, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased to participate in the second reading debate on Bill C-10, the 
Safe Streets and Communities Act 


Bill C-10 is a comprehensive bill that brings together reforms 
proposed from nine bills that were before the previous Parliament. 
The short title of the bill, the Safe Streets and Communities Act, 
reflects the overall intent of this comprehensive legislation. It seeks 
to safeguard Canadians and Canadian communities from coast to 
coast to coast. This is such a fundamental principle and objective. To 
my mind, this objective should be unanimously supported by all 
parliamentarians in all instances and in all cases. While I appreciate 
there are many issues on which we as lawmakers may reasonably 
disagree the safety and security of Canadians, including that of 
vulnerable children, should never be one such issue. 


Let us consider this comprehensive bill is. It proposes amend- 
ments that generally seek to do the following: 
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First, Bill C-10, through part 2, proposes to better protect children 
and youth from sexual predators. These reforms were previously 
proposed in former Bill C-54 in the last Parliament, the Protecting 
Children from Sexual Predators Act. 


Specifically, these amendments would propose new and higher 
mandatory minimum penalties to ensure that all sexual offences 
involving child victims are consistently and strongly condemned. 
They would create two new offences to target preparatory conduct to 
the commission of a sexual offence against a child. They would also 
enable courts to impose conditions on suspected or convicted child 
sex offenders to prevent them from engaging in conduct that could 
lead to their committing another sexual offence against a child. 


Second, through part 2, Bill C-10 proposes to increase penalties 
by imposing mandatory minimum penalties when specified 
aggravated factors are present for serious drug offences. Those 
offences would be the production, trafficking, possession for the 
purpose of trafficking, importing and exporting, possession for the 
purpose of exporting of schedule 1 drugs such as heroine, cocaine, 
methamphetamine, and schedule 2 drugs such as marijuana. 


These offences often involve organized crime, including gang 
warfare over turf, which in turn brings its own disastrous impact on 
Canadian communities. They also enable and feed drug abuse, the 
negative impact of which is not only felt by the addicted individual 
but also by the family of that addict, as well as by the Canadian 
health system and the economy. 


These reforms were previously proposed and passed by the Senate 
in former Bill S-10, the Penalties for Organized Drug Crime Act. 


Third, part 2 of the bill includes what was previously proposed in 
former Bill C-16, the Ending House Arrest for Property and Other 
Serious Crimes by Serious and Violent Offenders Act to end house 
arrest for serious crimes. 


Under these reforms offences carrying a maximum penalty of 14 
years, as well as serious offences that are punishable by 10 years or 
more and prosecuted by indictment, that result in bodily harm, or the 
import or export, trafficking and production of drugs, or that involve 
the use of a weapon, or that is specifically identified, would never be 
eligible to receive a conditional sentence of imprisonment. 


Fourth, Bill C-10, through part 4, proposes to protect the public 
from violent and repeat young offenders. These amendments 
include: recognizing the protection of society as a principle in the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act; making it easier to detain youths 
charged with serious offences pending trial; requiring the courts to 
consider adult sentences for the most serious and violent cases; and, 
requiring the police to keep records of extrajudicial measures. 


These reforms were previously proposed in former Bill C-4, 
Sébastien's law and respond to the Supreme Court of Canada 2008 
judgment in Regina v. D.B., and the 2006 Nova Scotia report of the 
Nunn commission of inquiry “Spiralling Out of Control, Lessons 
Learned From a Boy in Trouble”. 


Fifth, Bill C-10, through part 3, includes proposals to replace the 
word "pardons" with "record suspensions". It would expand the 
period of ineligibility to apply for a record suspension and proposes 
to make record suspensions unavailable for certain offences, 


including child sexual offences, and for persons who have been 
convicted of more than three offences prosecuted by indictment and 
for each of which the individual received a sentence of two years or 
more. 


These reforms were previously proposed in former Bill C-23B, the 
Eliminating Pardons for Serious Crimes Act. 


Sixth, Bill C-10, also through part 3, proposes to codify some 
additional key factors in deciding whether a Canadian who has been 
convicted abroad would be granted a transfer back to Canada. These 
reforms were previously proposed in former Bill C-5, the Keeping 
Canadians Safe (International Transfer of Offenders) Act. 
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Seventh, Bill C-10, through part 3, proposes to amend the 
Corrections and Conditional Release Act to recognize the rights of 
victims, increase offender accountability and responsibility, and 
modernize the disciplinary system for inmates. These proposals were 
previously proposed in former Bill C-39, the Ending Early Release 
for Criminals and Increasing Offender Accountability Act. 


Eighth, Bill C-10, through part 1, seeks to deter terrorism by 
supporting victims of terrorism. Specifically, these reforms would 
enable victims of terrorism to sue perpetrators and supporters of 
terrorism, including listed foreign states, for loss or damage that is 
incurred as a result of an act of terrorism committed anywhere in the 
world on or after January 1, 1985. These amendments were 
previously proposed and passed by the Senate in former Bill S-7, 
the Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act. 


Last, Bill C-10, through part 5, proposes amendments to the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act to protect vulnerable 
foreign nationals against abuse and exploitation. These amendments 
were previously proposed in former Bill C-56, the Preventing the 
Trafficking, Abuse and Exploitation of Vulnerable Immigrants Act. 


I have briefly summarized the nine core elements of Bill C-10. All 
of these proposed amendments seek to better protect Canadians. That 
is something on which we should all be able to agree. Certainly, we 
know it is something on which Canadians agree. I call on all 
members to support the bill at second reading so it can be quickly 
referred to and studied by the justice committee. 
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Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, as I listen to the debate on Bill C-10, I am trying to 
understand the motivation. 
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I listened to the member speak and a question came to my mind 
regarding the protection of potential refugees against the smugglers. 
Human smuggling already has the highest penalty. The highest 
punishment is a life sentence. This bill does not increase that. How 
will this bill punish smugglers who are engaged in human 
smuggling? 


Mr. Dave MacKenzie: Madam Speaker, the bill brings forward a 
lot of matters. Certainly the human smuggling issue has been 
troubling this country for a long time. It takes different forms in the 
exploitation of people smuggled into the country. In many cases it 
directly affects women who are then forced into the sex trade in 
Canada. There is a whole raft of issues that certainly dehumanize 
individuals who are brought here by smugglers. This bill is part of 
the package to improve the quality of life for people in this country 
and for those who legitimately come to this country. 


Mr. Rodger Cuzner (Cape Breton—Canso, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, obviously, the government's approach in this bill is similar 
to its approach if a roof is leaking: it would just put out more 
buckets. If there is crime in the streets, it will just build more jails. 
That is the government's approach, rather than trying to fix the roof 
or trying to address social problems. I certainly think that is a wrong- 
minded approach. 


There are components of this bill that we absolutely agree with 
and we could support them and unanimously pass them through this 
House. I am sure they would get support from the NDP as well. Why 
would the government not allow breaking out from the bill those 
components that could receive unanimous support? 


The contentious aspects, the ones that have not been costed, are 
the ones that scare the heck out of us. Let us go forward and see a 
fulsome debate on those particular aspects. 


Mr. Dave MacKenzie: Madam Speaker, the very first thing I 
would say to my good friend from Cape Breton—Canso is that his 
premise is dead wrong. 


We believe that if the roof is leaking, we better fix it. His approach 
might very well be to analyze each drop of water as it comes through 
the roof. 


With all due respect, this is about protecting Canadians. I do not 
know why members on the other side want to put a price on 
protecting victims. I recall talking with a victim of a serious crime. 
That victim was not concerned about the cost. That victim wanted to 
see justice. 


Justice is not done through an open door. When I listen to 
members on the other side, their solution is to open the doors of all 
the prisons and that somehow will fix things. The other problem is 
they want to blame society for the acts of criminals. Quite frankly, 
there are criminal acts that should be dealt with. 


We should move forward on the bill. 
® (1630) 

Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
listened very carefully to the member opposite. It seems to us on 
this side of the House that the way to get at crime is to find the roots 
of crime. We should try to stop crime from happening on the ground 
floor so that the roof the hon. member mentioned does not leak. 
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Why does the government not want to look at the fundamental 
roots of crime: poverty, mental illness and addiction? 


Mr. Dave MacKenzie: Madam Speaker, quite frankly, part of the 
member's equation is to blame society. In my involvement in these 
areas, I have seen families where one child chooses a life of crime 
and the others do not. It is easy to blame society for these things, but 
at some point those who commit crimes are going to have to suffer 
the consequences. Many of them feel they should not suffer those 
consequences. 


We should pass this bill. It is about protecting victims. 
[Translation] 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. It is my duty, pursuant to 
Standing Order 38, to inform the House that the questions to be 
raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as follows: the hon. 
member for Vancouver Quadra, Veterans; the hon. member for 
Windsor West, Windsor-Detroit Border Crossing; the hon. member 
for Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor, Fisheries and 
Oceans. 


[English] 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Madam Speaker, I am 
grateful to have the opportunity to speak to Bill C-10, the 
government's so-called Safe Streets and Communities Act. 


Indeed, of the many ways in which the Conservative government 
is moving Canada backward, few initiatives do more to achieve this 
than Bill C-10. 


In my riding of Davenport over the last two years, this is one of 
the issues that has come up most often. There is concern over the 
government's obsession with spending billions of dollars, and by the 
way, compelling the provinces to do the same, on a crime bill that 
will largely not make our streets any safer and will not contribute to 
building stronger communities. 


_I live in a riding where in the last two years we have seen schools 
close, recreation centres close, daycare centres close. Programs to 
help settle new immigrants have been gutted. Bus routes, used 
primarily by folks doing shift work, have been cut. Senior services 
are in dire need of new investments. I live in a city where 70,000 
people are on a waiting list for affordable housing. 


While the essential services that are needed to create strong, 
vibrant, safe streets and communities are being choked, the 
government can find billions upon billions of dollars for an 
experiment on crime prevention which has failed in every 
jurisdiction where it has been attempted. It utterly failed, as we 
know, in the United States. 
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Members should not get me wrong. It is not that people in my 
riding are not concerned about crime. They are concerned about 
crime. Indeed they are, but I am reminded of a conversation I had 
with some residents who were concerned about drug dealers taking 
over the local park. I am concerned about that too. It was not that 
they were just concerned about the dealers. To a person, these 
residents complained not so much that there are not enough prisons 
to lock the dealers up, but that there are not enough programs for 
young people to get involved in. With nothing to do and few local 
job prospects, young people are vulnerable to falling into gang 
culture and criminal elements. Bill C-10 does not address this 
fundamental foundational issue around crime prevention. 


While I listed all the closures in my riding, and I could list more, 
there are things that are being built and opened in my riding. In the 
riding of Davenport there are two brand new police stations being 
built as we speak. Many are hopeful, as am I, that these new police 
stations in our neighbourhoods will help with some of the crime 
issues that people are dealing with, but the problem underlined in my 
riding is writ large in Bill C-10: there is no balance. 


In communities across the country investment in social infra- 
structure is desperately needed, yet we are told that we are heading 
into a period of austerity and that there is no money. Well, there is 
money for some things, but when ideology trumps common sense, 
we get nasty pieces of legislation like Bill C-10. 


Instead of a national affordable housing strategy that would 
provide a framework to provide stable affordable housing, a key 
determinant to health and a primary building block for safe 
communities, the government will spend over $500 million this 
year alone on new prison construction. That is the housing strategy 
for Canada. 


While the government squeezes middle and working class families 
and small businesses, it is happy to spend over $162,000 on average 
annually for each new prison cell in this country, according to the 
Parliamentary Budget Officer. 


Instead of investing in getting at the roots of poverty, mental 
illness and addiction, instead of focusing on a comprehensive pan- 


Canadian job strategy—and rolling over for the oil and gas industry 


is not a cross-Canada jobs program—the government wants to spend 
close to $3 billion a year locking up more people, providing fewer 
programs to rehabilitate them, all the while draining our public 
coffers, our precious resources, that could truly create safer streets. 
Indeed, prison costs are up 86% since the Conservatives took power 
while the crime rate continues to fall to its lowest level since the 
1970s. 
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The government has racked up the biggest fiscal deficit in the 
history of Canada. Instead of being smart with taxpayer money, it 
plays politics and lets its dated right-wing ideology continue to craft 
bad public policy. 


For example, a single new low security cell is going to cost 
$260,000 to build. A medium security cell is going to cost $400,000. 
A maximum security cell is going to cost $600,000. For goodness 
sake, even the annual cost of an inmate in a community correctional 
centre is now over $85,000 a year. Does this make fiscal sense? 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 28, 2011 


As the income gap gets wider and wider in our country, the 
government hectors Canadians about belt-tightening, while its 
spends and spends on a prison expansion scheme about which both 
the Canadian Bar Association and the Canadian Civil Liberties 
Association, among many others, have serious concerns. 


The government does not actually want to hear what Canadians 
think about this omnibus bill. If it did, it would not have limited 
debate on the bill. Bill C-10 packages up nine government bills from 
the previous Parliament and presents them to the House and to 
Canadians as one whopping bill. Then it says that it wants us to 
accept it all without any conversation or debate. 


With the motion that passed yesterday morning, Canadians in the 
House will only be able to debate for a period of less than two hours 
for each of the nine bills. For a government that was elected to bring 
more transparency and more accountability to this place, it is in fact 
bringing less. The action of limiting debate on this huge and 
outrageously expensive bill is one more example of its lack of 
transparency. 


It is too bad. Canadians deserve to have Bill C-10 aired to its 
fullest. Experts say that mandatory minimum sentences do not work 
for reducing drug use, tackling organized crime or making our 
communities safer. The measures contained in the bill, for example, 
will not make it easier for law enforcement agencies to get to the 
organized crime bosses who run the drug trade, who we need to 
bring in and incarcerate. 


One of the most effective ways to promote public safety is the 
successful rehabilitation and reintegration back into society of 
offenders. Our federal prison system lacks the programs to deal with 
this effectively. This legislation does not deal with this issue in any 
kind of real way. 


We do not oppose everything in the bill. As we saw yesterday in 
the House, my hon. colleague from Windsor—Tecumseh tabled a 
motion that would have expedited the passing of elements of the bill 
that were in the last Parliament, known as Bill C-54. This section 
seeks to protect children from exploitation and sexual abuse. In fact, 
the government has adopted measures in this section of Bill C-10 put 
forward by the NDP in private member's bills. 


It is too bad that the government would rather play politics than 
move quickly on parts of the bill that could get unanimous support in 
this House, like those measures to protect our children. In fact, 
immediately after voting down the motion that would have sent that 
part of the bill to the Senate within 48 hours, government members 
proceeded with statements on the importance of the very measure 
they had just voted against putting on the fast track. 


As I said, there are things in the bill which we do agree with and 
which we could find common ground with the government on, but it 
is not really interested in doing that. The government's decision to 
limit debate heaps a measure of ideological cynicism on to what 
should be a very thorough, serious examination. 
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The bill is too costly and it will not make our streets and 
communities safer. We on the NDP side of the House have come 
prepared to work with the government to quickly pass the measures 
that will protect children and to fix measures that will not work. It is 
too bad the government wants to play politics and games with the 
safety of some of the most vulnerable in our society. 
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Mr. Devinder Shory (Calgary Northeast, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I listened to my colleague very carefully. This is what I 
heard in Calgary Northeast. I directly asked a couple of offenders 
who had been in jail a couple of times, for a few months each time, 
one specific question. When I asked them if they had to spend a 
minimum of two years in jail for the same offence instead of only 
two months, they both said that they would not have done it. That is 
the deterrence. 


The member talked about the costs and about the debate. First, 
these bills have been debated in the House extensively in the past. It 
is so unfortunate that I have not heard a line about supporting the 
victims. 


Why can those members not stop playing politics and do the right 
thing by standing up for the victims, supporting the bill and making 
a change for once? 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Madam Speaker, the fact is that 77,000 fewer 
crimes were reported in 2010 than in 2009. The 2010 crime rates are 
the lowest since the 1970s, yet the cost of prisons are up 86% since 
the conservative government took over. This is the new math of this 
Parliament. Canadians are scratching their heads. We wonder why 
the government seeks to spend money in such a fashion without 
fulsome debate in the House on the bill before us. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
Canada's prisons are home to an increasing number of offenders with 
mental health disorders, ranging from anti-social personality disorder 
through to schizophrenia, and offenders who may also be addicted to 
alcohol or drugs. We are seeing criminalization of the mentally ill. 


A recent report from the Office of the Correctional Investigator 
shows that the number of people in federal prisons with mental 
illnesses has nearly doubled in the past decade, while the 
incarceration rate has barely budged. 


What solutions would the hon. member suggest to treat people 
with mental illness who run into difficulty with the law, often 
because of a lack of a national mental health strategy and poorly- 
funded, disorganized and fragmented community mental health 
services? 
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Mr. Andrew Cash: Madam Speaker, that is an excellent question 
and it is true. Law enforcement agencies across Canada have been 
saying for years that they need the resources to properly deal with 
the issue of mental health. We see this time and time again, 
anecdotally across Canada, that when law enforcement have that 
training, many situations that previously resulted in tragic outcomes 
now do not. 


It is incumbent on us to provide law enforcement agencies with 
the tools they need to learn more about mental health, to understand 
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the issue and to understand that this is an illness and not criminal 
behaviour. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jean-Francois Larose (Repentigny, NDP): Madam Speak- 
er, as a father, it is completely unacceptable to me to watch a 
government that claims to be responsible hide behind pedophilia to 
say that some aspects of the bill are commendable and that we do not 
want to support it. That does not work. 


Is it acceptable to hide behind one item in order to try to get others 
passed in such an irresponsible manner? 


[English] 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Madam Speaker, in fact, this is one of the 
problems we have with the bill. It is a cynical move on the part of the 
government to hide the problematic parts of the bill inside an 
omnibus bill so we cannot, as parliamentarians, as representatives of 
the Canadian public, properly debate them. We all think this is a very 
serious problem. 


Mr. Brian Jean (Fort McMurray—Athabasca, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I come from northern Alberta, a very beautiful part of 
Canada with lush wilderness and five rivers flowing into my 
community. It is a beautiful place. I have lived there 45 years. During 
that time I have seen a move from 1,500 people to approximately 
100,000 today. That is quite a growth for any community, but during 
that period of time I also had the opportunity to practise law. I 
practised several different types of law, including criminal law. 


My family has lived in that community in the centre of town for 
45 years and during that time period we have seen a tremendous 
growth in one particular trade. That trade is obvious and seen daily 
on the streets of downtown Fort McMurray as the drug trade. 


I get many calls from constituents in relation to this activity, which 
carries on during the day. That is why I am so pleased today to rise to 
speak in support of Bill C-10, which would help those beautiful 
communities across Canada that have turned into places where drugs 
are sold openly in public at all times of the day. 


This must stop. This is Canada. This is not some third world 
country. This is Canada where we believe in the rule of law, where 
we believe in obeying the laws. I am glad to say that Bill C-10 is not 
just in relation to punishing drug dealers, but also to protect our 
youth, to protect our country and enact the justice for victims of 
terrorism act and to amend the State Immunity Act, the Criminal 
Code, the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act, the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act, the Youth Criminal Justice Act, the 
Immigration and Refugee Protection Act and other acts. We are 
getting a lot of work done here notwithstanding the NDP's position 
on the bill. 
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I have received tremendous support, not just from Fort McMurray 
but from small communities like Slave Lake and High Prairie, which 
are nestled in a different area of Alberta about five hours by vehicle 
further south. However, these communities have seen a tremendous 
increase in plain and obvious drug trafficking as well. They have 
spoken loudly and clearly that they want this off their streets. 


The bill, the safe streets and communities act, responds to and 
reflects our commitment to reintroduce our law and order agenda 
legislation to combat crime and terrorism. We hear members on the 
other side say that we should study it some more. We have studied it 
and many of the positions that are found in these bills have been 
Conservative Party policy for many years. They have been 
thoroughly debated in the House before. Maybe some of the 
members are new, we understand that, but they have been debated. 
The people of Canada spoke in the last election. They gave us a clear 
mandate to move forward with this agenda because they knew that 
the Liberal Party, which is now pretty much gone except for a few 
members, had blocked our agenda. 


I can hear those members over there talking about standing up— 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
© (1650) 


The Deputy Speaker: I ask members who do not have the floor 
to wait until questions and comments. 


Mr. Brian Jean: Thank you, Madam Speaker, just like the 
Conservatives stand up for victims, you are standing up for me and I 
appreciate that. 


As noted by the Minister of Justice in his speech to the House last 
week, this bill reflects the strong mandate that Canadians have given 
us to protect society and ultimately hold criminals responsible for 
their actions. That does not mean a slap on the wrist. It means time 
away for the crimes they have committed, proportional, of course, to 
the crimes they have committed. 


Bringing these nine bills together, that died on the order paper in 
the last Parliament, sends a clear signal to Canadians that we have 
listened to them, that we are following the mandate they have given 
us, and we are following through with our commitment. Canadians 
know that they can count on this government to do exactly that. 


We have, through a series of bills and legislative moves, sought to 
improve public safety and strengthen our justice system since we 
formed government in 2006. While we have enacted significant 
criminal law reforms, there is much more to be done. Moving 
forward on this particular piece of legislation will certainly be a step 
in the right direction. 


However, our work is not done and we look forward to 
constructive criticism from ‘the opposition. We are sure it will be 
constructive and we know there will be criticism, but we look for 
suggestions from them because nothing is perfect. We know that we 
have to go further to better reflect what Canadians want. That is 
clearly safety on their streets, to take drug dealers off the streets, and 
ensure their children can play on the streets. 


The suggestion by the opposition that we should somehow cherry 
pick parts of the bill and fast-track them is not listening to what 
Canadians said in the last election. They clearly support our law and 


order agenda, and the NDP and Liberals should get on board and do 
exactly that, not just with this bill, as I know the Liberals have said 
they will support some parts of it, but other bills because clearly 
Canadians should be the final boss of this place and of us. 


As I said, this debate is welcome because we have an opportunity 
to put in the forefront what we are trying to do for Canadians and 
that we are listening to them. It is also important to recognize that we 
have continued this debate time and time again with many of the 
same people across the way now complaining that we are not having 
proper discussion. ; 


Clearly, we know that moving forward with this bill would ensure 
public safety. It would ensure offenders are held more accountable. 
There are minimum sentences to ensure that happens and so that 
judges have clear knowledge. I remember when I practised law that I 
would stand before judges who would say they did not have a clear 
indication from Parliament here or there, that they did not know 
which sentence to give, that an offender in a certain case went away 
for two years and in another case an offender got two months for the 
same offence, maybe drug trafficking in Vancouver versus 
Edmonton. That happens. I can assure everyone that happens. 


This sends a clear message to judges that the minimal sentences 
we are passing, with the help of the Liberals, hopefully, and 
convincing some NDP members about what Canadians want, will 
actually happen. We are sending clear direction to judges across this 
country. We want to see this stopped. Judges have asked for direction 
and I hope they are listening today. They should recognize that 
Canadians speak to us by electing us and we speak to them through 
putting laws in place that judges will interpret. Judges will impose 
the sentences we ask them to because Canadians have clearly told us 
they want that. 


I have heard a good overview of Bill C-10 by many members in 
the House. I know many have complained it is a bit too large and 
complicated. I have had an opportunity to sit in on special legislative 
committees, passing 15 bills in this place through committees, and I 
do not see any complication. It is plain language and 1s very clear. It 
has been before the House in some cases for years and years. 


I would suggest it is not too large nor complex. However, if 
members on the other side have difficulties with particular clauses, I 
would be happy to go through them with them. I am sure many 
members in this place, at least on the Conservative side, would be 
happy to sit down and explain some of the more complex details. 
Clearly, we have to listen to Canadians and pass these laws, and I am 
looking for support from the opposition side to do exactly that. 


September 28, 2011 


@ (1655) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I find the government member's comments to the 
effect that new members may not be familiar with this omnibus bill 
somewhat condescending. On the contrary, we are very familiar with 
it; we are informed. We know that bills of this nature have been 
introduced in the past, although certain provisions were a little 
different and several minimum sentences have been added. 


Accordingly, when we talk about offender accountability and 
responsibility regarding drugs, can the member across the floor 
explain to us on what basis they can say that measures are in place to 
help offenders? We know that only one in five offenders receives any 
help in terms of mental health and rehabilitation, and that few of 
these people get any meaningful help. 


[English] 


Mr. Brian Jean: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for the 
question regarding provincial jurisdiction. 


I have seen in this place some constructive work by Liberal, Bloc 
and NDP members on some of our legislation. I can assure the 
member that we do not believe that this is perfect legislation. It is 
large and it has been around for a while, but it is not perfect. That is 
why there have been some changes over the summer. We would ask 
for her input, and the input of all members, to make it even more 
perfect. If they see places where we should impose minimum 
sentences or increase sentences for particularly violent offences or 
offences against children, I would suggest that the Minister of Justice 
would be more than happy to have that input and implement those 
changes. 


If the member does have that, please come across and explain 
exactly why the punishment is not severe enough; how we could 
utilize it to rehabilitate or actually change the justice system; and, as 
to what has happened in this country over the last 20 or 30 years, 
how to make the streets safer for Canadians and respond better to 
what they want. 


Mr. Matthew Kellway (Beaches—East York, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I thank my colleague for his speech and I am delighted to 
know that he has practised criminal law. He would likely know that 
jurisdictions around the world, including jurisdictions here in North 
America, our own federal government and five provincial govern- 
ments, are seeking ways to relieve congestion and delay in our court 
systems. . 


One of my many concerns about the bill is that it is, in fact, going 
to overwhelm our court system. It would do quite the opposite of its 
purported intention, which is to provide justice for victims and safer 
communities. 


I wonder it the member could advise us as to what the bill does, or 
what the government is prepared to do, to relieve congestion and 
delays in our provincial and federal court systems. 


Mr. Brian Jean: Madam Speaker, the member is correct. It is a 
concern of mine as well having practised law in Fort McMurray, and 
it was a very busy criminal practice: 
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I would note some other statistics. I do not have them in front of 
me, but from memory I think only 6% to 8% of crimes are actually 
solved in this country. I also understand that somewhere around 70% 
or 80% of the offences committed in this country are done by 
someone who has committed them before and has been in jail before. 
These are startling and troubling statistics. 


I have represented people who had 10 or 12 previous impaired 
driving convictions and those with four or five assaults. There were 
some people who had three or four pages to their record, which does 
not mean four or five assaults but probably somewhere in the 
neighbourhood of 30 or 40 previous convictions, and it is difficult to 
get the convictions. 


We clearly need to send a message, but to save a dime, the cost to 
taxpayers, the cost to the citizens of Canada, for not making sure 
people pay for the crimes they commit I would suggest far outweighs 
the opposite. 


@ (1700) 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, when the Minister of Justice told us that he would 
not govern on the basis of the most recent statistics, he was basically 
saying that he would not use facts or evidence to guide his decisions. 
That is very worrisome. 


Are we going to be subject to governance without logic or reason 
for the next four years? Should we also expect the Conservative 
government to rule by fiat without recognizing that 61% of 
Canadians did not vote for them? The day after the May 2 election, 
when the Conservatives had only 39% of the votes, the Prime 
Minister admitted that the results of the election showed that 
Canadians wanted the parties to work together. Was this a false 
promise? I think that the whole government and, more specifically, 
all members of Parliament who are paid by taxpayers and represent 
the people in their ridings, have the duty to govern in a reasonable 
and thoughtful manner. 


When the government stubbornly insists on passing a bill when it 
does not know the actual costs of that bill but does know that certain 
extremely costly measures will not address the actual problems and, 
worse, could very well create more problems, it is not logical, 
responsible or thoughtful. I would even go so far as to say that the 
government is acting in bad faith. 


I find it hard to believe that all the Conservative members agree 
that the government should put the provinces further in debt when 
they do not have the slightest bit of evidence that the proposed 
measures will actually make our streets and communities safer. In 
fact, by taking just 15 minutes to read the news or the press releases 
issued by experts such as the Canadian Bar Association, we quickly 
learn that minimum sentences do not reduce crime rates; this could 
save us $90,000 a day. Minimum sentencing does not work and costs 
a fortune. 
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The government needs to tell taxpayers the truth by revealing the 
costs and by explaining the basis for its proposals, particularly those 
related to minimum sentencing. The government needs to ask 
taxpayers directly whether they would like it to pass a bill of 
unknown costs that threatens health and education or whether they 
would rather the government take the time to ensure that their money 
is invested responsibly and adopt measures that would truly make 
their streets and communities safer. Clearly, Canadians would chose 
the second option. 


We all agree, even the members of the opposition, that criminals 
must be punished. I do not want to dwell too long on what has 
already been said, but there are measures that we are prepared to 
support right now, namely, all those related to violent crimes and 
sexual offences against children. 


However, the government seems to forget that 95% of prisoners 
will eventually be released and that the correctional system is a 
dangerous environment, rife with drug trafficking and violence, 
which can lead to other kinds of crimes. Thus, it is possible that 
increasing the number of prisoners and taxing the prison system even 
further, without investing more judiciously in preventive measures 
that tackle the source of the problem, could have very negative, or 
even dangerous, consequences. 


If the purpose of Bill C-10 really is to make our streets and 
communities safer, why does it not include more investment in 
rehabilitation and prevention programs? I know the government does 
not like statistics, but 80% of incarcerated women are in prison for 
crimes related to poverty, including 39% for unpaid fines. These 
figures released this morning by the National Council of Welfare 
point to a real problem. The council also noted that the cost to 
incarcerate a woman who fails to pay a $150 fine is $1,400. 


I am sure the Minister of Finance will be pleased to hear—and 
free of charge too—that for every dollar invested in prevention and 
rehabilitation, the government would save far more in incarceration 
costs, addiction costs and the cost of crimes committed in prisons 
themselves. Front-line workers such as social workers, street 
outreach workers, school psychologists and counsellors are looking 
for an opportunity to become more involved on the ground to 
prevent crime by targeting at-risk groups—young people in distress, 
people with mental illness or substance abuse problems, and 
marginalized people. Their work allows would-be offenders to get 
help and referrals to the services they need. All studies and examples 
from elsewhere demonstrate that prevention is more effective than 
incarceration and punishment. 


Prevention not only stops the crimes from being committed, but 
also contributes to the well-being of Canadian society. Therefore, 
fewer crimes mean fewer victims and less incarceration. Is that not a 
nicer social and economic picture? It appears that we are not all on 
the same page. 


© (1705) 


As members of Parliament, we are all paid to make difficult 
decisions, but we are also paid to make logical decisions and to 
undertake the necessary research to ensure that taxpayers’ money is 
not being wasted but is being spent effectively. 
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Why is the government so anxious to pass a bill that includes 
measures that have failed in other countries? 


With a government that so often takes a page from the United 
States government when developing new policies, it should learn 
from one of the United States' concrete examples, which shows that 
minimum sentences do not decrease drug trafficking crimes. Not 
only that, minimum sentences are expensive and can exacerbate a 
large number of issues such as overcrowded prisons and negative 
effects of repression on society. 


Logic tells me that if the Conservatives truly want to improve 
public safety—and I have no doubt that that is what they want, as do 
the rest of us—why not ensure that the proposed measures truly 
target the root of the problem? 


To do that, we simply need more time to do the necessary research 
and base the measures on facts, on concrete examples from other 
countries and on responsible reasoning. 


With this very uncertain economic climate, it is not the time to act 
like reckless cowboys and pass laws with unknown price tags, which 
could be detrimental to the economic health of the country and the 
provinces, as well as public safety. 


To justify the bill and evade our questions, the Minister of Justice, 
who says he does not rely on figures and statistics, often cites the 
price paid by victims, which runs to $99 billion. I hope that this is 
not an arbitrary amount. 


But where is the evidence that this cost will decrease with 
implementation of this legislation? Taxpayers deserve answers. If 
there is clear‘and objective evidence that minimum sentences do not 
reduce drug-related crimes in the U.S., how will they lead to.a 
reduction in the price paid by victims? 


Why not vote for measures that are unanimously accepted in the 
House, continue a healthy and democratic debate on the contentious 
issues and find the right, intelligent and effective solutions to ensure 
the safety of Canadians? 


And above all, why not show Canadians that the Conservatives 
are prepared to work with the opposition parties, which represent 
61% of the population, and make considered decisions by splitting 
the bill and debating the laws one by one? 


I can confirm—and this is more free advice—that the majority of 
Canadians will be pleased to see that the government is prepared to 
make good decisions and consult experts rather than hastily 
proposing repressive laws with unknown social, economic and legal 
consequences. This would bode well for the next four years. 


Therefore, I do not support passage of this amalgamation of 
repressive and unjustified bills in Bill C-10. I invite the 
Conservatives to review this bill and allow a debate that is healthier 
and more democratic for everyone. 
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[English] 

Mr. Leon Benoit (Vegreville—Wainwright, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, it is important to understand that the member who just 
spoke is quite new to this place and maybe does not know what has 
happened with this legislation in past years. Some parts of it have 
been debated in the House for many years. If she had looked at the 
record, she would have seen that there were actually 51 days of 
debate on this legislation in the Canadian Parliament. There has 
already been 85 hours of debate and 223 speeches on this legislation. 
The bill was in committee for 58 days, or 123 hours and it heard 
from 295 witnesses. j 


Maybe the member did not know that because, if she had, she 
would not be complaining that we grouped this legislation and are 
trying to get it through before Christmas. The member needs to look 
at what happened before in terms of debate. 


If the member had been in the House longer, she would have 
known that getting unanimous support in this place is virtually 
impossible, rarely happens and, when it does, it is on a very narrow 
issue. It is simply not realistic. 


@ (1710) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Madam Speaker, I realize that there 
have been lengthy debates on a number of the bills included in 
Bill C-10, which is an omnibus bill. However, with all due respect to 
the member opposite, a number of provisions have been added, 
particularly those regarding minimum sentences, to which we are 
opposed given that a number of studies show that such sentences are 
ineffective in preventing crime. In fact, we are in favour of more 
prevention. - 


Earlier we were asked to make some suggestions for improving 
the bills. All we have been doing for the past few days is suggesting 
preventive measures, more help to prevent crimes from being 
committed and positive and effective help for people with mental 
health problems, the disadvantaged, the poor and those coping with 
unemployment and housing problems. 


Those are all proposals we have made, but it seems that half the 
people in this room have a mental block and are not listening. Many 
things have been proposed. Just because we are new MPs or young, 
that does not mean we are not informed. We are here in good faith. 
' We read the documents and try to find common ground. If we 
fundamentally disagree with the values being proposed to us, then 
we will obviously take an opposing stand and ask the other side to 
make changes. 

[English] 

Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
the hon. member talked a lot about prevention. I will share a story 
with her about some of the beautiful children with whom I have 
worked. They can be verbally and physically aggressive. They find it 
difficult to understand what people are saying to them. They have 
problems managing their money. It is all through no fault of their 
own. They are victims of fetal alcohol syndrome disorder. 


As members know, exposure to too much alcohol can damage a 
developing baby's brain. The resulting symptoms including learning 
difficulties, problems processing information, poor judgment and a 
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lack of emotional control. Many of these victims end up in difficulty 
with the law. 


I wonder what the member thinks Canada should be doing for 
these children, these adults, and to address FAS in prisons. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach: Madam Speaker, I want to thank 
the hon. member from the Liberal Party for her question. We have a 
lot in common. I used to work in the school system as a teacher. 


Many children are pleased to get help at school, whether it comes 
from social workers or remedial teachers. With that help, they can 
finally manage, after several treatments, to control their anger, 
express in a non-violent manner what they are feeling and discuss 
the problems they are experiencing. They end up working through 
their problems in a more positive way. 


@ (1715) 
[English] 


Mr. Ed Holder (London West, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am 
pleased this afternoon to participate in the second reading debate on 
Bill C-10, the Safe Streets and Communities Act. 


We all know that the safe streets and communities act proposes a 
wide range of reforms to strengthen the law's response to several 
things: child sexual abuse and exploitation, serious drug and violent 
property crimes, terrorism, violent young offenders, offender 
accountability and management, and the protection of vulnerable 
foreign workers against abuse and exploitation: 


As many hon. members have noted, the bill brings together in one 
comprehensive package reforms that were included in nine bills that 
were put before the previous Parliament and that died on the order 
paper with the dissolution of Parliament for the general election. 


I will itemize these. These former bills are: Bill C-4, Sébastien's 
Law (Protecting the Public from Violent Young Offenders); Bill C-5, 
Keeping Canadians Safe (International Transfer of Offenders) Act: 
Bill C-16, Ending House Arrest for Property and Other Serious 
Crimes by Serious and Violent Offenders Act; Bill C-23B, 
Eliminating Pardons for Serious Crimes Act; Bill C-39, Ending 
Early Release for Criminals and Increasing Offender Accountability 
Act; Bill C-54, Protecting Children from Sexual Predators Act; Bill 
C-56, Preventing the Trafficking, Abuse and Exploitation of 
Vulnerable Immigrants Act; Bill C-59, Abolition of Early Parole 
Act; Bill S-7, Justice for Victims of Terrorism Act; and finally Bill 
S-10, Penalties for Organized Drug Crime Act. 
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Many hon. members have participated in several hours of debate 
today and ongoing debate from the last Parliament to now. It is clear 
that some do not share the same views as the government about the 
need to address crime in our society, the need to increase public 
safety, the need to better balance the role of victims in the justice 
system and the need to make offenders more accountable. 


My remarks here today need not repeat what some of my hon. 
colleagues have already noted about the key features of Bill C-10 
and the importance of these reforms. I propose to briefly comment 
on the important reforms proposed in Bill C-10 as they relate to the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act. 


The Youth Criminal Justice Act came into effect in April 2003. 
The reforms now proposed in Bill C-10, Safe Streets and 
Communities Act, have been shaped by consultation with a broad 
range of stakeholders. After five years of experience with the Youth 
Criminal Justice Act,.a review was launched by the Minister of 
Justice in 2008. This began with discussions with provincial and 
territorial attorneys general to identify the issues that they considered 
most important. 


In May 2008, the Minister of Justice began a series of cross- 
country round tables, often co-chaired by provincial and territorial 
ministers, in order to hear from youth justice professionals, front-line 
youth justice stakeholders and others about areas of concern and 
possible improvements regarding the provisions and principles of the 
Youth Criminal Justice Act. 


Input from individuals and organizations was also provided 
through the Department of Justice website, in letters and in in-person 
meetings. The results showed clearly that most provinces, territories 
and stakeholders believe the current youth legislation works well in 
dealing with the majority of youth who commit crimes. However, 
there were concerns about the small number of youth who commit 
serious, violent offences or who are repeat offenders who may need a 
more focused approach to ensure the public is protected. 


Clearly, the message was to build upon the good foundation of the 
law and make much needed improvements and the reforms proposed 
in Bill C-10 reflect this. Although the Youth Criminal Justice Act is 
working well for most youth, particular elements of the act need to 
be strengthened to ensure that youth who commit serious, violent or 
repeat offences are held accountable with sentences and other 
measures that are proportionate to the severity of the crime and the 
degree of the responsibility of the offender. 


There have been concerns voiced from many sources and this 
government has responded. The reforms included in Bill C-10, 
previously included in Bill C-4, known as Sébastien's law, would 
enhance our fair and effective youth justice system and result in a 
system that holds youth accountable for their criminal misconduct 
and promotes their rehabilitation and re-integration into society in 
order to promote the protection of the public. 


© (1720) 


In addressing amendments to the Youth Criminal Justice Act, it is 
important to note that the act's preamble specifically references that 
Canada is a party to the United Nations Convention on the Rights of 
the Child. The Youth Criminal Justice Act also recognizes that 
young persons have rights and freedoms, including those stated in 
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the charter and the Canadian Bill of Rights. Nothing in Bill C-10 will 
impair these rights of young persons. 


The Youth Criminal Justice Act provides for a range of responses 
that relate to the seriousness of the crime. These sentences also 
address the needs and circumstances of the youth and promote 
rehabilitation. 


Amendments to the Youth Criminal Justice Act will ensure that 
young people under 18 who are serving a custody sentence will 
serve it in a youth custody facility. It will no longer be possible to put 
young people in adult prisons or penitentiaries, where the 
correctional regime is more suited to adults and where young 
people could all too easily become vulnerable to older, more 
hardened criminals. It is in the interests of the protection of society 
that young people become rehabilitated, and this amendment is 
aimed to ensure that this takes place. 


While a sound legislative base is an essential part of ensuring that 
Canada has a fair and effective youth justice system, it is also 
essential to address the conditions that underlie criminal behaviour if 
we are to achieve any long-term or meaningful solution to the 
problem. Conditions such as addiction, difficult childhoods, mental 
health, fetal alcohol syndrome, or longer-term marginalization will 
continue to pose challenges to solving the problems of youth 
offending. 


Our government has implemented various programs to assist in 
addressing these issues. The national anti-drug strategy has a 
significant youth focus. On the prevention front, the government has 
launched a national public awareness program and campaign to 
discourage our youth from using illicit drugs. The government has 
made funding available under the youth justice fund for pilot 
treatment programs that will assist with the rehabilitation of youth 
who have drug problems and are in the justice system, and for 
programs that are working toward preventing youth from becoming 
involved with guns, gangs and drugs. 


Partnering with health, education, employment and other service 
providers beyond the traditional system, we can all work together. 
For example, through the youth justice fund the Department of 
Justice provided funding to a pilot program called Career Path, 
which offers a comprehensive specialized service for youth in the 
justice system who are at risk or are involved in gang activities. The 
program offers youth educational training and employment oppor- 
tunities by connecting them with an employer who will also act as a 
mentor to facilitate making smart choices, foster pro-social attitudes, 
build leadership skills and gain valuable employability skills as a 
viable option to gang membership. 
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The reforms to the Youth Criminal Justice Act are essential and 
responsive and should be supported as a key part of a broader effort 
on the part of the government to prevent and respond to youth 
involved in the justice system. 


I would like to bring it a little closer to home, if I may. 


This is the story of Ann Tavares, of London, who suffered a huge 
loss in November of 2004 when Stephan Lee stabbed her son 28 
times. Steven Tavares was an innocent victim who was in the wrong 
place at the wrong time. His death irreparably scarred the lives of 
those who loved him forever. That loss is what happened. 


To compound her tragedy, her son's killer was found not 
criminally responsible due to mental disorder and sent to an Alberta 
hospital the following year. He was conditionally released in May 
2008 and is now living in Alberta. All of this happened without 
notification to the victim's family or the public at large. 


Suffering such a loss might have destroyed an individual. 
However, this became an impetus for Ann's quest to make others 
aware of what happened to her son and the lack of justice for this 
heinous crime. She has lobbied tirelessly against the inequities of the 
system, a system the government is trying to fix. 


Ann strongly felt that there needs to be a connection between 
mental illness and crime. Specifically, she felt that the insanity 
defence needs to be banned. She felt that to say a perpetrator is not 
criminally responsible is too subjective. Mental impairment is a 
defence that anyone can claim. If someone commits a crime, that 
person should be punished. 


She believes mental illness should not absolve someone from the 
crime they committed. The punishment needs to be based on the 
severity of the crime, and a fixed minimum time needs to be served 
before they are put back into the community. However, Ann did 
want good to come of her tragic situation. In addition to the 
punishment, she felt that the perpetrator should get mental health 
treatment, and that to protect innocent victims like her son and the 
community at large, such criminals should not be released into the 
community until they have been certified as not a risk to others. 


I would like to expand on that through the questions and answers, 
if I might, Madam Speaker. 


@ (1725) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I have a question for my colleague. 


I met with workers from the Sainte-Anne-des-Plaines penitentiary, 
which is in my riding. They told me that sending more people to 
prison will make their jobs more difficult and more dangerous. I 
would like to know what my colleague has to say about how this bill 
would affect these workers. I would also like to know what the 
government is going to do for them. 

[English| 

Mr. Ed Holder: Madam Speaker, I think my colleague's question 
is thoughtful and fair. At the same time, I think we need to always 
recall that this is about protecting the victims in society and I want to 
honour the guards and administrators in our system who are 
responsible for ensuring that those people who need to be kept away 
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from the general public are in fact kept away. I think they do an 
excellent job in my colleague's riding and in all ridings across this 
country, and I would like to salute them, . 


I would like to bring this a bit closer to home. I am very concerned 
about issues relating crime and the things we can do on behalf of 
youth. One of the things I do is a polling question every week. I send 
it to some 15,000 people as my question of the week. It is from 
people right across my community, but particularly in the great 
riding of London West. I would like to provide some responses in the 
hope they will give some clarity to why Bill C-10 is so important. I 
know we all care in this House, but this is critical. 


When London West residents were asked if publishing the names 
of young offenders publicly after criminal conviction would hurt 
their chances of rehabilitation, 65% said it would not. 


When my constituents were asked online if those convicted of 
sex-related crimes, including pedophilia, should be eligible to apply 
to have their criminal records pardoned, 95% responded “no”. 


This was the final question: when I asked my constituents if 
opposition parties should support the Conservative government's 
efforts to limit the ability of serious criminals and sex offenders to 
obtain a pardon, 94% said “no”. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Madam Speaker, my 
question relates to the intended or unintended consequences on the 
budgets of provincial jurisdictions. My colleague would know full 
well that his government supports money for police and for prisons, 
but between police and prisons there is a system under stress. Much 
of that system under stress is paid for by the provinces. I am referring 
to the prosecutors and the places in provincial institutions, which are 
presently full. I realize that the bulk of his speech focused on youth 
criminal justice; this applies both to youth criminal justice and to 
adults. 


I would ask for his comments on what measures are going to be 
put in place to allow the provinces to tackle this financial burden that 
is being downloaded to them as a result of this legislation. 


Mr. Ed Holder: Madam Speaker, I appreciate the question and | 
think the member will be very pleased with the answer. 


He may not be aware, but I certainly want to let all colleagues in 
the House and all Canadians know that in this past year this 
government put $2.4 billion back into the system to ensure that we 
could provide the kind of protection and support that our provinces 
need. I am pleased to say we have done that. 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, I appreciate the comments from the member, but he made 
reference to one aspect of the bill. I think we need to recognize that 
the government is bringing forward a bill that is a series of bills that 
should have been bills on their own. As a result of doing that, the 
Conservatives have further complicated the matter by saying that we 
now have a limited amount of time to debate a bill that encompasses 
many other bills. 


Would he not agree that what Conservatives are really doing is a 
disservice, and is disrespectful to the proceedings of the House in not 
allowing members to deal with bills on an individual basis? In 
essence— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. 


I must give the hon. member 30 seconds to respond. 


Mr. Ed Holder: Madam Chair, it is rather interesting that when all 
these bills were put forward to this House, our colleagues opposite 
had the opportunity to support them on an individual basis and chose 
not to, so I find it very curious that now, when we try to pull it 
together as one comprehensive bill, the member takes a separate 
view. 


My Cape Breton mom once said about politicians, “After it's all 
said and done, there's a lot more said than done”. 


It is now going to stop. 
@ (1730) 


Mr. Scott Armstrong (Cumberland—Colchester—Musquodo- 
boit Valley, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise today to 
join the debate on Bill C-10, the safe streets and communities act. I 
have been very glad to see the vigorous debate that has taken place 
in this House over the past few days and, of course, over 79 hours of 
debate in the previous Parliament. 


As we know, the safe streets and communities act is a piece of 
comprehensive legislation, a piece of comprehensive legislation that 
is made up of nine separate bills. I have heard my hon. colleagues 
from the opposition question the rationale of bundling this important 
piece of legislation together, so I would like to speak to that point. 


Since taking office, our government has made no secret of the fact 
that we will stand up for the safety and security of Canadian families. 
We have been clear that we will ensure that victims are heard and 
that victims are respected. We have been clear that dangerous 
criminals belong behind bars and not in the streets, where they can 
harm law-abiding Canadians. 


The safe streets and communities act, and every piece of 
legislation within it, is about fulfilling those commitments to 
Canadians. 


This is not the first piece of comprehensive legislation that our 
government has introduced. We were proud to have delivered the 
Tackling Violent Crime Act back in 2008, an act that has now been 
law for some period of time. 


Members will recall that the Tackling Violent Crime Act 
strengthened the Criminal Code in a number of ways. It delivered 
tougher mandatory jail time for serious gun crimes; it established 
new bail provisions, which require those accused of serious gun 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 28, 2011 


crimes to show why they should not be kept in jail while they are 
waiting for trial; it protected youth from adult sexual predators by 
increasing the age of protection from 14 to 16 years of age; and it 
ensured more effective sentencing and monitoring to prevent 
dangerous, high-risk offenders from offending again and again and 
again. It also made new ways to detect and investigate drug-impaired 
driving, as well as stronger penalties for impaired driving. 


Much like the safe streets and communities act, all of the 
provisions had been pieces of previous legislation that had been 
blocked in political games by the oppositions prior to 2008. 
However, our party and our government believed so strongly in this 
action that we did what was in the best interests of Canadians: we 
bundled them into a comprehensive package known as the Tackling 
Violent Crime Act. On top of that, we made that act an issue of 
confidence in this House. 


Now we find ourselves, after the May 2 general election, in a 
similar position with Bill C-10, the safe streets and communities act. 


As we know, this past spring Canadians gave us a strong mandate 
to move forward with our law and order agenda. As part of the 
Conservative election platform, we made a commitment to move 
quickly to reintroduce legislation that had been blocked or opposed 
by the opposition. 


It has always been a point of pride that this government delivers 
on the promises we make to Canadians. That is why we have done as 
we have promised and why we are here today debating the safe 
streets and communities act. 


Now I would like to talk a bit about the principle of protection of 
society. 


What exactly does that mean? In short, it means that when courts 
and government officials are making decisions, the first thing they 
would now consider is how those decisions would affect the greater 
society. 


It may come as a surprise to many Canadians that when it comes 
to the transfer of offenders, the protection of society is not currently 
the principle of consideration. We are currently in a situation in 
which the Minister of Public Safety is compelled to look at a number 
of factors when considering whether a prisoner should be transferred 
back to Canada. In fact, currently, the minister is restricted in the 
considerations that can be taken into account when he is looking to 
transfer offenders. 


Bill C-10 would change that. This bill provides additional factors 
that the Minister of Public Safety may consider when determining 
whether to grant an offender's request to serve his or her sentence 
back in Canada. In doing so, it clarifies one of the key purposes of 
the International Transfer of Offenders Act, which that is to protect 
the safety of all Canadians. This would ensure that Canadians and 
their families are safe and secure in their communities and that 
offenders are held accountable for their actions. Canadian families 
expect no less. 


Let me give members a few additional examples of what the 
minister could consider when considering whether an offender 
should be transferred back to Canada. 
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As examples, he could consider whether the offender is likely to 
endanger public safety, he could consider whether the offender is 
going to keep engaging in criminal activities, and he could consider 
whether the criminal would endanger the safety of Canadian 
children. 


@ (1735) 


This legislation would also allow the minister to consider, among 
other things, whether the offender was co-operating with rehabilita- 
tion and local law enforcement, and whether the offender accepted 
responsibility for his or her actions. This means that when a minister 
makes a decision as to whether an offender is transferred back to 
Canada, he or she has the ability to look at a broad range of factors 
that go beyond what is simply in the best interests of the offender to 
ensure that protection of Canadian society comes first. 


These proposed changes to the International Transfer of Offenders 
Act are among important changes contained within the Safe Streets 
and Communities Act. Others include better protection for our 
children and youth from sexual predators, increasing penalties for 
organized drug crime, and preventing serious criminals from serving 
their sentences in the comfort of their own living rooms by ending 
house arrest for serious crimes. It also would protect the public from 
violent young offenders and would eliminate pardons for serious 
crimes. It would increase offender accountability. It would support 
the victims of crime and would protect vulnerable foreign nationals 
from abuse and exploitation. 


These are all measures in which our government strongly believes. 
We promised Canadians we would bring them forward swiftly after 
the election. That is why we have introduced the Safe Streets and 
Communities Act. It is also why we are hopeful that members of the 
opposition will do the right thing and support this important 
legislation. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Charmaine Borg (Terrebonne—Blainville, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, the hon. member addressed the part of the bill that deals 
with the international transfer of prisoners. However, I know that the 
international community, particularly the United States, has spoken 
out against these measures since they give the minister too much 
power to determine whether a prisoner can be transferred. I would 
like the hon. member to comment on the international community's 
reaction in this regard. 


[English] 


Mr. Scott Armstrong: Mr. Speaker, we can always listen to 
people across the world who comment on the laws and legislation we 
pass here in Canada, but the member might have noticed today that 
Canada was selected as the top nation in the world. People have a 
positive feeling about our country. 


We can listen to what people around the world say, or we can 
listen to the victims of crime in this country. That is whom our 
government listens to. We are going to stand and fight to protect the 
families of this country. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the United 
States Supreme Court has declared that overcrowding in United 
States prisons to the extent of 137% results in conditions within the 
prisons that are cruel and unusual punishment. The overcrowding 
rate in prisons in British Columbia is now at 200%. This legislation 
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is going to pack provincial institutions to a greater degree. 
Undoubtedly there are going to be charter challenges. 


What measures does the government plan to take to deal with 
overcrowding in provincial institutions as a result of bringing in this 
law? 


Mr. Scott Armstrong: Mr. Speaker, it is important to remember 
that our government is investing in the expansion of federal prisons. 
We are also supporting our provinces with investments in their 
justice systems. No previous government in this country has done as 
much to invest and support the provinces in the area of justice as the 
Conservative Party of Canada has done. 


We will continue to do that. We will continue to work with our 
provincial partners and ministers of justice across the country to 
make sure our communities and our people are safe. 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
I recently came across a report from the Department of Justice of the 
Government of Canada from January 2002. This expert report pans 
the idea of mandatory minimum sentences and concludes that it 
could be “a colossal waste of justice system resources”. 


I know the government members always throw back at us that 
they are listening to the victims of crime and not all the experts, but 
surely they should listen to their own Department of Justice. 


© (1740) 


Mr. Scott Armstrong: Mr. Speaker, we also listen to front-line 
law enforcement officials across this country, officials like union 
president Tom Stamatakis, who said: © 


Whether it is by keeping dealers and producers off the streets and out of business, 
or by serving as a deterrent to potential dealers, this proposed legislation will help our 
members in doing their jobs and keeping our communities safe. In simple terms, keep 
these criminals in jail longer, and you take away their opportunity to traffic in drugs. 


We are going to continue to listen to our front-line law 
enforcement officers. They are the ones who are dealing with this 
every day. We are going to stand and support our police across the 


country. 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on the 
subject of overcrowding and double-bunking, I want to read 
something from Lyle Stewart of the Union of Canadian Correctional 
Officers: 


It raises the tensions in institutions where the tension levels are already very high. 
There's no question that it increases inmate-on-inmate violence, but it also increases 
the risk when correctional officers open the cell door. Often times that's when an 
inmate will choose to attack an officer, but now you've got two inmates in there. 


Why does the government want to put correctional service officers 
at risk and in danger? 


Mr. Scott Armstrong: Mr. Speaker, I think we all owe a great 
debt of gratitude to those people who work in our prisons day in and 
day out rehabilitating criminals who are in there and protecting our 
people and keeping them safe. 
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I share the member's concern about making sure that we protect 
these very brave Canadians who work in our jail system. That is why 
our government is investing in an expansion of jails. I have two in 
my riding, one in my hometown of Truro and one in Springhill. We 
are investing in an expansion of both those prisons, making sure that 
we have enough personnel in those buildings and the physical space 
to make sure those people can conduct their jobs safely. 


We are going to continue to invest in our prison system. We are 
going to continue to invest in the human resources, the people who 
work in the prison system. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to focus on a couple of aspects of Bill C-10. 


Why has the government decided to bring in this bill at this time? 
It has a lot to do with propaganda. It has a lot to do with the 
government wanting to give the appearance to Canadians that it 
wants to be tough on crime. If the Conservatives really want to do 
Canadians a favour, they should get tough on the causes of crime or 
they should get tough on fighting crime. Bill C-10 would not result 
in less crime being committed on our streets or in our communities. 


The government is trying to send a dated message to Canadians. It 
is a message that was tried many years ago in the United States. It 
was that right-wing conservative thinking which ultimately said that 
to beat crime, people had to be thrown in jail and kept there for a 
long period of time. 


The jurisdictions that bought that argument built the jails and the 
jails exceeded capacity. Did it cause the crime rate to go down? No. 
If we compared some of the states in the deep south of the U.S. 
where megaprisons were built with states in the north, such as New 
York, we would find that the crime rate did not go down in the deép 
south. The jails did not help. 


The Conservative government is convinced that the way to 
appease Canadians and to make Canadians think that their streets 
will be safer, is to bring in legislation that would foster more and 
bigger jails. The government would do far better in trying to make 
our streets safer so Canadians can sleep better at night by taking 
action to prevent crimes from taking place in the first place. 


For a number of years I was the justice critic in the province of 
Manitoba. I have a good sense in terms of what works and what does 
not work. I have also served on youth justice committees as chair 
and as a layperson. I know there are many other things we could be 
doing that would have a far greater impact on preventing crime. 


When I knock on doors in my constituency of Winnipeg North, I 
tell people that there should be consequences for crime. There is no 
doubt about that. If we are going to start getting tough, then let us 
start getting tough on fighting crime, on preventing some crimes 
from occurring in the first place. 


How do we do that? In good part we do it by thinking outside the 
box. We do not even have to think outside the box; we could support 
some of the things that are out there right now. 


How do we get young people, for example, to shy away from 
getting involved in gang activities? This is a serious problem in most 
of Canada's urban centres. It is a concern in the city of Winnipeg. 
Winnipeg is a beautiful city; I love it to death. There are all sorts of 
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wonderful opportunities in Winnipeg. A vast majority of young 
people in Winnipeg are outstanding, but there is a certain percentage 
of youth who are being lured into activities that are not what I would 
classify as being of benefit to the community as a whole. There are 
some things we could do as legislators to improve the likelihood that 
those youth will not fall into the trap of prostitution, selling drugs, or 
getting involved in gangs. 


I am interested in making sure that government policy allows us 
to deal with the issue at hand. The issue at hand is how to prevent 
crimes from taking place in the first place. 


@ (1745) 


I have no love for pedophiles who commit these heinous crimes. I 
believe in consequences for those severe crimes. However, I do not 
necessarily buy-in to what the Americans were trying back 15 or 20 
years ago. We will find that many of those strong Conservatives who 
advocated for the big jail concept no longer do. They have tried that 
experiment and it did not work. Now they are talking about how to 
get people back into communities and trying to develop other 
programs in order to prevent crimes in the first place. 


One could talk about some of the bizarreness of the legislation. 
We have members who were officers of the law on the Conservative 
side who talked about the teeth in the legislation. Also, earlier today 
I made reference to a Winnipeg Free Press story on September 26. It 
is from Ethan Baron, a Vancouver columnist. He is not a member of 
Parliament and would be unbiased. I believe he is someone who 
would not likely have a party membership. The article states: 


A pedophile who gets a child to watch pornography with him, or a pervert 
exposing himself to kids at a playground, would receive a minimum 90-day sentence, 
half the term of a man convicted of growing six pot plants in his own home. 


For the member who canvasses his constituents and poses 
questions to them, I wonder what his constituents would have to 
say about that quote. 


I do not question the fact that some aspects of Bill C-10 are 
positive. However, let us look at what is being proposed. It is a piece 
of legislation that I have never experienced in my many years inside 
the Manitoba legislature. There are many bills of substance in this 
one omnibus bill, but the Conservatives have told this chamber that 
we have a limited time to debate all of the bills. Their argument is 
that they have a mandate. 


Of the 39% of Canadians who voted for them, yes, that is a 
mandate, and I know the Conservatives won the most seats. 
However, there is a thing called respect. 


It is a privilege for all of us to be in this parliamentary precinct, the 
House of Commons. We should be respecting the fact that there is a 
responsibility for us to go through legislation in a timely fashion. 
However, this is not as if we are just putting the word “the” or “a” 
into these bills. These are all bills of great substance within Bill 
C-10. It is a lack of respect for this chamber for the Conservatives to 


try to force through Bill C-10 and then put a time limit on debate. 
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In this bill, the government has a grouping, but what is next? Are 
we going to see another bill making reference to 25 bills from the 
Conservative brochures in the last election? Would the Conserva- 
tives now have the support of Canadians and the mandate to have an 
omnibus bill that would include those 25 bills? Would they want us 
to pass those bills all in one omnibus bill? 


The Conservative government needs to respect what is taking 
place today. For many of those backbenchers, this is the first time 
they have been elected to the House. As well, for many of the New 
Democrats, it is the their first time as members of Parliament. To 
what degree have they been afforded the opportunity to speak on 
what should have been separate bills? 


The principle of this legislature is supposed to be all about that. 
We are supposed to be here to thoroughly debate and ensure there is 
accountability from the different ministers who would be responsible 
for those bills. Shame on the government for not recognizing the 
importance of democracy and not respecting the importance of this 
chamber in allowing members to have dialogue on this. If members 
want to sit 24 hours, 7 days a week, I am game if that is what they 
want to do. Why put in the limits? Why force members of Parliament 
to speak only ten minutes, which is barely enough time to address 
one bill? 


I suggest the government would be best advised to break up the 
bill. It needs to look in the mirror and wonder if it has gone too far. 


@ (1750) 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, there are two points I want 
to raise. 


The first is the member opposite says that the government does 
not have a mandate to bring in this legislation because only 39% of 
Canadians voted for our Conservative government. When I look at 
the results of the last election in his riding, he got 35% of the vote in 
his riding. What mandate does he have to tell the House what we can 
or cannot bring forward? 


We won 166 seats in the House specifically on a mandate to bring 
forward this legislation. Thirty-nine per cent of Canadians voted for 
this government. We have 166 seats and a majority government. 
Liberals have 34 seats. He got 35% of the votes in his riding. What 
mandate does he have to stand in the House and say that his 
constituents do not want this bill? He does not have that mandate. He 
has 35%. 


There is another thing in his speech with which I take offence. He 
has suggested that somehow we can either be law and order, support 
the police, have prisons and tough laws or we can help kids on the 
other side and have some preventive justice. It is such a nonsensical, 
laughable argument that he makes, that it is a this or that proposition. 
The fact is we have put forward all kinds of proposals, policies and 
programs to support those who are at risk. 


I will tell him about a project in my riding called S.U.C.C.E.S.S., 
which helps kids who are the most at risk, the most troubled kids in 
our society who live in my community and need some support and 
structure. These are kids who have a last opportunity to get some 
Structure in their lives, some discipline and opportunity for growth. 
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We funded that program, we built that program, and those kids are 
now moving forward in their lives. 


It is not a this or that proposition, it is both, and we are getting it 
done with 39% of the vote, not 35%. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, that is what happens when 
a government sits in power a little too long. Having a majority now, 
it believes, in an arrogant way, that it can do whatever it is it wants. 
There is a moral, if not ethical, and some would suggest legal 
obligation, to respect the legislature and parliamentary law. There is 
the need to acknowledge that. Just because the Conservative 
government has the most seats does not mean that it is a little 
dictator. There is an issue of respect in allowing legitimate debate on 
important issues facing Canadians. Just because it has a majority 
does not mean it gets to dictate everything that happens in the 
country over the next four years, in a dictatorship way. 


He posed a question with regard to programs. Believe it or not, the 
government has a finite amount of money and it has a choice. It can 
put x number of dollars here or x number of dollars there. If it puts 
more money over here, it means less money over there. We are 
suggesting— 

@ (1755) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Order, please. The 
member for Winnipeg North will come to order. I am sure other hon. 
members want the opportunity to put a question or comment to the 
hon. member. 


Questions and comments, the hon. member for Newton—North 
Delta. 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I agree with my colleague on a number of issues. One of 
those issues is that Parliament has not had the time to have the kind 
of debate it requires. I heard my other colleague say that we had 
debated this last year, the year before and the year before that, but 
those bills did not pass. Those bills are before this Parliament and I 
believe Parliament should be given the time to debate them. 


What kind of prevention programs could you see this bill 
addressing instead of the interrogation route, which members across 
the aisle seem to be pushing? 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): I would remind hon. 
members to put their comments and questions through the Chair. 


The hon. member for Winnipeg North. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the comment. 
I, for one, would ultimately argue that all members should have been 
afforded the opportunity at some point to provide comment on all 
nine of the bills that have been bundled together in this one bill. 


With regard to programs, there is a litany of programs. Some 
programs are currently in place in which we could enhance programs 
that would prevent youth from getting involved in gangs. Members 
will recall one of the first questions I ever asked in Parliament dealt 
with programs like O.A.S.I.S. on which the government was looking 
at cutting back. There are programs that take youth who have a 
higher risk of going into gangs and preventing them from doing so. 
There is community policing. There are many programs we could 
have looked at as alternatives. 
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Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am proud to rise today in 
the House to add my voice to those of my hon. colleagues who have 
spoken so passionately in favour of this legislation. 


Bill C-10, Safe Streets and Communities Act represents sweeping 
change to laws that we believe are no longer acceptable as they 
stand. It enacts common sense measures that are long overdue. 


On May 2, Canadians gave us a strong mandate to keep our streets 
and communities safe. Part of that means delivering on our promise 
to strengthen victims' rights, to protect our most vulnerable and to 
ensure serious criminals serve serious sentences. The legislation 
before us will go a long way to helping us fulfill our pledge to 
Canadians. 


As we have heard. during the debate, the safe streets and 
communities act contains many important components. These 
include measures that protect our children from violent sexual 
offenders, that restrict house arrest and conditional sentences and 
that target organized crime by imposing tougher sentences on drug 
dealers. 


Today I will focus on the reforms to our correctional system. 
Specifically, these proposed amendments enshrine in law a victim's 
right to participate in parole hearings and address inmate account- 
ability, responsibility and management under the Corrections and 
Conditional Release Act. 


Allow me to give hon. members a brief background to this 
measure. In 2007 our government undertook an important review 
process of Correctional Service Canada. This was done through an 
independent panel, which studied the business plans, priorities and 
strategies of the agency. 


The panel released its final report in December 2007. It was 
entitled, “A Roadmap to Strengthening Public Safety”. It included 
no fewer than 109 recommendations that fell under five themes: 
offender accountability; eliminating drugs from prisons; physical 
infrastructure; employabilty/employment; and moving to earn 
parole. 


This report represented a road map that would help us improve 
rehabilitation, provide a safer environment for employees and, most 
important, enhance public safety. 


Our government has already made important progress on two key 
areas laid out by that independent panel, those drug use in our prison 
system and addressing the problems of offenders dealing with mental 
illness. 


The legislation before us today proposes reforms in four more key 
areas that were proposed by that independent panel some four years 
ago. These areas include providing better support for victims of 
crime, enhancing the accountability and responsibility of offenders, 
strengthening the management of offender re-integration and 
modernizing prison discipline. 


Let us start with the first item, providing better support for victims 
of crime. Canadians have told us that victims of crime deserve to 
have their interests and concerns brought to the forefront. For me, 
that is certainly the priority. 
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The amendments we have proposed are in direct response to what 
we have heard from victims and victims' rights groups across our 
country. They have asked our government to give them a stronger 
voice, and we are proud to deliver. 


Victims often have to travel from far distances to be in attendance 
at parole hearings. The problem is that under the existing legislation, 
offenders can withdraw their participation in the hearing at the last 
minute, effectively cancelling the parole hearing. 


We believe this is fundamentally unfair to victims of crime and we 
propose to fix this. The bill proposes that if an offender withdraws 
his or her participation 14 days or less before a hearing date, the 
Parole Board may still go ahead with the scheduled meeting 
regardless. It also gives victims the right to find out why the offender 
has withdrawn his or her attendance at the parole hearing. 


These two measures would go a long way to ensuring victims 
minimize further financial and emotional hardship. Bill C-10 will 
also ensure that victims have a legal right to attend and make 
statements at parole hearings. 


The safe streets and communities act will also amend the 
Corrections and Conditional Release Act to allow victims and their 
families to obtain more information about an offender through 
Correctional Service Canada and from the Parole Board of Canada. 
This includes information about the reasons for temporary absences 
from custody as well as updates on the offender's participation in his 
or her correctional plan. 


Victims would also have the right to request information on why 
an offender is being transferred between institutions and particularly, 
whenever possible, advance notice when the offender is being 
transferred to a minimum security institution. They would also be 
allowed to obtain information on any serious disciplinary offences 
that offenders commit while serving their sentence. 


© (1800) 


Just as importantly, guardians and caregivers of dependents of 
victims who are deceased, ill or otherwise incapacitated, will have 
access to the same information that victims can receive. This is 
important because these guardians and caregivers play an important 
role in the ongoing care of victims and their dependents. 


In terms of providing victims more of a voice, this legislation is an 
important step forward that will help put victims rights at the 
forefront of the corrections and parole system. I think that should be 
the prime concern of all members of this House. 


The second change focuses on the offenders themselves. As I 
mentioned earlier, a key recommendation from the independent 
panel was to make offenders more accountable. As such, Bill C-10 
contains amendments that will ensure that rehabilitation, as well as 
reintegration into the community, is a shared responsibility between 
offenders and Correctional Service Canada. 
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The question is, what does this mean practically? It means that 
offenders will be required to conduct themselves in a manner that is 
respectful of other people and their property. It means that offenders 
must obey the rules set out by the institution where they are serving 
their sentence, as well as heed all conditions that govern release. . 


Above all, it means restoring common sense. Offenders will 
simply not receive benefits for bad behaviour. Offenders will also be 
responsible to actively participate in their correctional plan. 


As part of these amendments, the legislation allows for the 
establishment of incentive measures that will promote offender 
participation in their correctional plan. We firmly believe that with 
appropriate programs and active participation from both the offender 
and the corrections system that many individuals can become law- 
abiding citizens. 


The successful rehabilitation and reintegration of an offender into 
a community is a shared responsibility. We are committed to 
providing appropriate programs to offenders, but it is only fair to 
expect offenders to do their part. 


That is the message that we have heard consistently from 
Canadians, from victims, from advocacy groups and from our 
corrections officers. By enshrining in law the importance of 
correctional plans, we are sending a message that engaging offenders 
in their own reintegration into the community is an important part of 
our correctional system. 


Both the offender and Correctional Service Canada have a part to 
plan in meeting that objective. These reforms will also take particular 
note of offenders with mental health issues, and ensure that their 
correctional plans are developed properly. This is reasonable and 
fair. 


The correctional plan will play an important role in the lives of 
each offender, setting out the expected behaviours, the need to 
participate in rehabilitation programs, and also the requirement to 
fulfill all court-ordered financial obligations. 


The third part of these reforms involves how offenders are 
managed in the community. For example, the amendments will give 
police the power to arrest an offender without a warrant if it appears 
that he or she is in violation of their release conditions. It will 
automatically suspend the parole or conditional release of an 
offender if that individual receives a new custodial sentence. 


We come now to the final area of reform related to this component 
of Bill C-10. This covers amendments to modernize the system of 
prison discipline. Specifically, two new disciplinary offences will be 
created: first, knowingly making a false claim for compensation from 
the Crown; and second, throwing a bodily substance at another 
person. The reforms will also address disrespectful and abusive 
behaviour. 


We also propose to allow the Commissioner of Correctional 
Service Canada to designate sub-populations. By this I mean moving 
beyond the traditional designations of minimum, medium and 
maximum. This will better reflect the diversity of the inmate 
population and the challenges of managing subgroups that are often 
incompatible. 
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These measures will go a long way toward our commitment to 
transform our corrections system and to put victims first. We believe 
these changes are needed, and they are needed now. 


© (1805) 


I urge the NDP to finally stop putting the rights of criminals ahead 
of the rights of law-abiding Canadians and support this legislation. 


Mr. Jean-Francois Larose (Repentigny, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
listened and I do not understand the bill on many levels. The 
problem that we have right now is that the hon. member seems to 
think that she knows what she is talking about when she talks about 
correctional services. I have eight and a half years under my belt and 
I know what I am talking about when I talk about victims and 
correctional services. 


The question that I have is, all this being said, how will this bill 
impact the federal institution? What about the provinces that right 
now are absolutely incapable of handling what is going on with the 
surplus of criminals? What is her plan? Because apparently the 
government has said that it does not intend to give any money 
whatsoever to the provinces for this bill. 


Ms. Eve Adams: Mr. Speaker, in fact, we just provided $2.4 
billion very recently. More to the point though, I think the 
fundamental issue here is that we are just expressing far too much 
sympathy for the criminals when in fact most Canadians would want 
us to express our sympathy for the victims. That is what this bill 
does. 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, my 
question comes from the perspective of a new member of 
Parliament. I am, quite frankly, having some difficulty as a new 
member of Parliament wrestling with my obligation as a parlia- 
mentarian to be able to debate this bill in and abbreviated fashion 
when the costs to the Canadian taxpayer, both from a federal 
perspective and a provincial perspective, have not been made clear. 


I know my colleague is also newly elected and not overly partisan. 
I wonder whether she shares my difficulty in fulfilling her role as a 
parliamentarian in debating a bill that has not been costed at either 
the provincial or the federal level. 
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Ms. Eve Adams: Mr. Speaker, it is wonderful to take a question 
from my critic on veterans affairs, so I thank him for the opportunity 
to respond. 


In fact, as I mentioned in my speech, an independent panel was 
commissioned some four years ago to look at the situation in our 
prisons and it came out with over a hundred individual recommen- 
dations. The bill, in its component parts, has been before the House a 
number of times over a number of years. It has been studied, it has 
been debated, it has been discussed. At some point I think Canadians 
want us to act in the best interests of victims. 


This report has been gathering dust on bookshelves for over four 
years. Only two of its recommendations were implemented. We 
propose, through this comprehensive legislation, to finally imple- 
ment many of the additional recommendations. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, is the parliamentary secretary aware that Bill C-10 is 
absolutely unacceptable to Quebec? I have in my hands a unanimous 
motion from the National Assembly of Quebec that was submitted 
when the Conservative government introduced these omnibus justice 
bills, as it is doing now. The motion states that these bills do not 
protect Quebec's philosophy of rehabilitation and social reintegration 
in matters of youth criminal justice. 


Youth centres in Quebec have all also spoken out against this type 
of bill, as has the Barreau du Québec, of course. If the parliamentary 
secretary is not already aware of this, I am letting her know now and 
I will forward her the documents. However, if she is already aware of 
this, can she tell me why the government does not agree to split the 
bill since it does have some good measures but it also has many 
measures that, as I said, are not acceptable to Quebec? 


Ms. Eve Adams (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the hon. 
member for his question. 


[English] 


I reject the premise of the question. I sincerely doubt that 
Quebecers as a whole would somehow not support allowing victims 
to show up at parole hearings. I cannot imagine that Quebecers, as an 
entire group and province, would not want their victims notified 
when a criminal decides to withdraw his or her participation in a 
parole hearing at the last minute. Do Quebecers truly want victims to 
have to show up, go to great expense to get to a parole hearing just to 
have nobody show up and then have to go all the way back home at 
great emotional and financial cost to themselves? That is ludicrous. I 
do not believe that for an instant. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Before I call on the 
hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands for resuming debate, I will 
inform her that we only have two minutes remaining for the time 
allotted for this debate. 


The hon. member for Saanich—Gulf Islands 


Ms. Elizabeth May (Saanich—Gulf Islands, GP): Mr. Speaker, 
the clock is ticking and this debate is closing far too soon for those of 
us who believe that we are on the verge of a very large, serious 
mistake that future parliamentarians will have to struggle to correct. 


First, let me say to the hon. government benches and the members 
here where we agree. I would happily vote for the victim of terrorism 
act, and I would vote to change the Criminal Records Act to replace 
the word “pardon” with “record suspension”. However, I will be 
forced to vote against this legislation if it comes packaged with 
sections that would cause this country nothing but grief. 


I wish to say to all hon. members on the government side whose 
talking points have repeatedly forced them to say that those who 
question the flawed premise of mandatory minimum sentences have 
somehow sided with criminals against victims. Nothing could be 
further from the truth. Members of my family are involved in law 
enforcement. People close to me have been murdered. It is not as 
though we side with criminals when we recognize a piece of 
legislation is so egregiously flawed that this place should say no. 
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We look at all the evidence from criminologists, not just one or 


two, but all of them. We look at evidence from our own Department 


of Justice that studied this matter in 2002. We look at what is 
happening in the U.S., not only at the fact that its prisons are full of 
people but its prisons are full of people who are disproportionately 
low-income and Black. We also look at what could happen in this 
country. We have seen the report of the Royal Commission on 
Aboriginal Peoples and the report on the Commission on Systemic 
Racism in the Ontario Criminal Justice System. We know that with 
this legislation, without many changes, we would disproportionately 
fill our jails with people who should not be in jail. 


We also know that this legislation would cost us billions, which 
has not been fully costed. 


Yet, at the end of the day, it may actually result in weaker 
sentences for those who deserve higher sentences because we would 
ruin the opportunity for judicial discretion. 


@ (1815) 
[Translation] 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): It being 6:15 p.m., 
pursuant to order made on Tuesday, September 27, 2011, it is my 
duty to interrupt the proceedings and put forthwith every question 
necessary to dispose of the second reading stage of the bill now 
before the House. 


[English] 


The question is on the amendment. Is it the pleasure of the House 
to adopt the amendment? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
Some hon. members: No. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): All those in favour of 
the amendment will please say yea. 


Some hon. members: Yea. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): All those opposed 
will please say nay. 


Some hon. members: Nay. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): In my opinion the 
nays have it. 


And five or more members having risen: 
The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): Call in the members. 
@ (1840) 


[Translation] 


(The House divided on the amendment, which was negatived on 
the following division:) 


(Division No. 33) 


YEAS 

Members 
Allen (Welland) Andrews 
Angus Ashton 
Aubin Ayala 
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Marston Martin Moore (Fundy Royal) 
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Pacetti Papillon Reid Rempel 
Patry Péclet Richards Richardson 
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Ravignat Raynault PEUR Shea 
Regan Rousseau Shipley Shory 
Saganash Sandhu 3 
Savoie Scarpaleggia Smith Sopuck 
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a. Ho The Speaker: I declare the amendment lost. 
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Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) il 2 5 c 
Bruinooge The next question is on the main motion. 
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@ (1850) 


[Translation] 


(The House divided on the motion, which was agreed to on.the 
following division:) 


(Division No. 34) 


YEAS 

Members 
Ablonczy Adams 
Aglukkaq ‘ Albas 
Albrecht Alexander 
Allen (Tobique—Mactaquac) Allison 
Ambler Ambrose 
Anders Anderson 
Armstrong Ashfield 
Aspin Bateman 
Benoit Bernier 
Bezan Blaney 
Block Boughen 
Braid Breitkreuz 


Brown (Leeds—Grenville) Brown (Newmarket—Aurora) 


Brown (Barrie) Bruinooge 

Butt Calandra 

Calkins Cannan 

Carmichael Carrie 

Chisu Chong 

Clarke Clement 

Daniel Davidson 

Dechert Del Mastro 

Devolin Dreeshen 

Duncan (Vancouver Island North) Dykstra 

Fantino Findlay (Delta—Richmond East) 
Flaherty Fletcher 

Galipeau Gallant 

Gill Glover 

Goguen Goodyear 

Gosal Gourde 

Grewal Harper 

Hawn Hayes 

Hiebert : Hillyer 

Hoback Hoeppner 

Holder James 

Jean Kamp (Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission) 
Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's) Kenney (Calgary Southeast) 
Kent Kerr 

Komarnicki Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings) 
Lake Lauzon 

Lebel Leef 

Leitch Lemieux 

Leung Lizon 

Lobb Lukiwski 

Lunney MacKay (Central Nova) 
MacKenzie Mayes 

McColeman McLeod 

Menegakis Menzies 

Merrifield Miller 


Moore (Port Moody—Westwood—Port Coquitlam) 
Moore (Fundy Royal) 


Nicholson Norlock 
O'Connor O'Neill Gordon 
Obhrai Oda 

Oliver Opitz 

Paradis Payne 
Penashue Poilievre 
Preston Raitt 

Rajotte Rathgeber 

Reid Rempel 
Richards Richardson 
Rickford Ritz 

Saxton Schellenberger ; 
Seeback Shea 

Shipley Shory 

Smith Sopuck 
Sorenson Stanton 
Storseth Strahl 

Sweet Tilson 

Toet Toews 

Trost Trottier 


Truppe 

Uppal 

Van Kesteren 
Vellacott 
Warawa 

Watson 
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Zimmer— — 159 
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Turmel Valeriote— — 134 


PATRED 


Nil 
The Speaker: I declare the motion carried. 
Accordingly, the bill stands referred to the Standing Committee on 
Justice and Human Rights. 


(Motion agreed to, bill read the second time and referred to a 
committee.) 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDIN GS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


@ (1855) 
[English] 
VETERANS 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
brought a question to the House that was really a humanitarian 
question. It was a question about services that were missing for 
veterans and were causing great problems for an individual who did 
not deserve that kind of neglect. 


The answer I got back to a genuine concern was a pure platitude, 
so I will give the Conservative government opposite another 
opportunity to address this concern from a constituent in Vancouver 
Quadra. 


The essence of my concern is that Veterans Affairs is failing those 
whom it is designed to serve and that the government's spending 
priorities are completely out of whack. It has allowed this problem to 
happen. 


To recap my question, it was about retired Major Gordon 
MacLean Logan, a 93-year-old veteran who was wounded six times 
in World War II in Italy and whose entire career was spent in the 
military. 


This gentleman has been using the veterans independence 
program, to which he is entitled, and that has helped maintain his 
independence. 


His caseworker used to come to his house to meet with him when 
necessary, but over the past three years the Veterans Affairs Canada 
caseworkers have become swamped, and retired Major Logan and 
his family have had to pull teeth to get service. 


Major Logan had been restricted to his home for more than six 
months due to mobility issues that were completely preventable. 
Veterans Affairs Canada had authorized equipment, and then it failed 
to complete the paperwork so that it could be installed. 


Finally Major Logan's own daughter paid up front for the porch 
lift. She put her own money on the line in order to help her father. A 
complaint was filed with the Veterans Ombudsman, but the family 
has never heard back. That was the case that I brought to the 
minister. 
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Since I have raised this issue in the House and written a letter to 
the minister, I will acknowledge that the office of theveterans affairs 
minister attempted to reach the family. It left a message. However, 
when the family tried to call back, their messages were never 
answered. 


The Veterans Ombudsman's office did call the family that had 
filed this complaint. It left a message. When the family made several 
attempts to call back, they received a message saying that the 
ombudsman's office could not take calls. 


Unfortunately, Major Logan has been in rehabilitation in a 
transitional care unit because of a progressive debilitation and 
weakness from not having mobility. The family is optimistic that he 
will get home soon and that the future will be better. 


My question really is this: why is the government spending $450 
million just this year on one of the parts of the Conservative crime 
bill while neglecting Veterans Affairs Canada and all of the invisible 
veterans who do not have the family or the ability to actually file a 
complaint and insist on help? 


® (1900) 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank the member opposite for her question on 
behalf of Canada's decorated veterans. 


While I have not personally met Major Logan, his service in the 
Second World War tells us everything that we need to know about 
this retired major's devotion to Canada and his dedication to our 
shared values of peace, freedom and democracy. © 


I am sure that all Canadians feel the same gratitude and pride 
knowing Mr. Logan's remarkable story of courage and sacrifice. I am 
sure they are also concerned, as am I, to hear that Mr. Logan is in 
failing health and that he may not be receiving all the help that he 
has earned and so much deserves. 


I will reassure the House that our government is committed to 
ensuring that all veterans receive the services and benefits they are 
entitled to without fail and without exception. 


I thank the member opposite for her question regarding the 
spending on behalf of veterans. It is an issue that seems to receive 
too little attention in this chamber. I welcome the chance to share the 
facts. 


First and foremost, I believe Canadians will be reassured to know 
that, over the past five years, our government has invested heavily in 
veterans and their families. That includes investing in sweeping 
improvements through the new veterans charter and doubling the 
number of operational stress injury clinics, facilities where soldiers 
who return emotionally scarred by the intensity and trauma of the 
theatre can receive support and assistance in their recovery. 


We have also established a veterans bill of rights and created the 
Office of the Veterans Ombudsman to strengthen the government's 
ability to respond quickly and fairly to the concerns of Canada's 
veterans. It includes extending the veterans independence program to 
more widows and widowers of veterans, and restoring and 
expanding benefits to our allied veterans. 
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We have done all of this for one reason and one reason only. It is 
because it is the right thing to do on behalf of Canada's veterans, 
because we owe them so much and because we intend to, in the best 
ways we can, repay the enormous debt of gratitude they have earned 
on behalf of this country. 


@ (1905) 


Ms. Joyce Murray: Mr. Speaker, the Veterans Affairs case- 
workers are overworked, calls are not being answered and veterans 
are imprisoned in their own homes through a lack of services that 
they have been promised. 


Could the government explain why it would rather spend 
$500,000 on one crime bill rather than on supporting veterans in 
their time of need? Could the government explain yet another tax cut 
to the largest and most profitable corporations and yet Veterans 
Affairs will be seeing budget cuts because of the profligate spending 
in the past by the government? 


We need to think of the inhumanity of the choices that are being 
made by the government and of the access to services being denied 
to our veterans through the shortcomings in planning and 
compassion on the part of the Conservative government. 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre: Mr. Speaker, I will repeat that Canadians 
are grateful for retired Major Logan's service to our country. We 
understand the great debt we owe all of our veterans. That is why we 
have worked so hard over the last five years to make improvements 
in the benefits and services for these courageous men and women. 
That is why we continue to invest in benefits and programs that will 
make a real difference in the lives of our veterans. That is why new 
enhancements to the new veterans charter will come into force in the 
coming weeks. That is why new enhancements to other programs 
have already been implemented, whether it is the operational stress 
injury clinics or the improved programs for wounded soldiers who 
come back from theatre. 


We are continuing to make the best investments in ensuring that 
those who serve us are treated with the utmost care and that every 
one of their needs, to the best of our ability, is fulfilled. We will 
continue to work with veterans to ensure that they are honoured and 
that they receive the care and love they deserve. 


WINDSOR-DETROIT BORDER CROSSING 


Mr. Brian Masse (Windsor West, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise today to talk again about the Canada-U.S. border, in 
particular, the Windsor-Detroit border. 


On June 21, I asked a question of the minister because we have a 
border crossing, a brand new crossing, blocked by the State of 
Michigan right now. The corridor along the Windsor-Detroit 
gateway has 40% of Canada's daily trade and we have aging 
infrastructure. 


I started my municipal career in 1997 with the first public meeting 
to get a new border crossing. Since that time, we have gone through 
a lot of ups and downs, pushing on several governments, to get a 
new border crossing capacity to deal with the challenges of the 
modern infrastructure necessary to be competitive with the United 
States. We finally had an agreement through the DRIC process, a 
binational planning process, to create that new infrastructure. A lot 
of compromise has taken place to get to that point. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 28, 2011 


However, the final decision necessary to get the bridge built has 
been blocked in Lansing, Michigan, for a number of months now. 
This crossing is very important because a lot of Canadian trade, jobs 
and social economy moving back and forth is dependent on it. I 
asked the government to intervene in June and to be more forceful, 
active and engaged. 


There is a private American citizen, who owns the Ambassador 
Bridge, lobbying with millions of dollars to protect his empire and 
his monopoly. That is at the expense of the environment and the 
economy. With more delays we would see the expense of the project 
going up. Things do not go down. We would see a greater cost borne 
by citizens and the payback for the project would take longer. I 
wanted the minister to get more engaged in June. 


Right now we still have Michigan debating this law in Lansing 
and we still see a vacuum of leadership from the Minister of 
Transport on this file. We have not seen the type of leadership 
necessary to get the ball over the goal line, so to speak. 


It is important that this is not seen as just a local issue. This is one 
of the biggest infrastructure projects in Canadian history. It is one of 
the most important things for our economy and trade with the United 
States. There are 34 states that have Canada as a number one trading 
partner. This is a conduit and lifeline for much of that trade and 
affects everything. 


A quick example is the auto industry. An automobile built in 
Windsor or Detroit, Michigan, like the Volt, will literally have parts 
going back and forth across the border a number of times. This is 
why businesses have been in favour of this and environmental 
groups have been in favour of this to get some of the idling trucks off 
the city streets. 


There has been great compromise by the citizens who have to 
bear the result of the construction and subsequent inconvenience. We 
need this to be successful right now. We need better leadership from 
the government to ensure that Michigan knows that we need to get 
this across the goal line. The government also has to engage 
Washington to ensure it is pushing this issue as well. 


@ (1910) 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, the member will be pleased to learn that I agree 
with him. Most of the action that he has implored of this government 
is already done. 


We support the bridge. We have set aside the funds. We have a 
plan to recover the costs through a system of tolls. We are 
accelerating, to the best of our ability, the approvals for the entire 
construction to go ahead. 
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He correctly points out that the decision now rests with the 
Michigan legislature and that it is up to legislators in that body to 
decide whether or not they want to have the jobs, the economic 
opportunities, and the enormous spinoffs that this project would 
engender in their communities. 


To date, we have worked with businesses and other stakeholders 
who share our interest. They include local communities, unions, 
trade associations, Michigan's Fortune 500 companies, the big three 
automakers, the chambers of commerce, Michigan agri-food 
industry, and neighbouring states. All the benefits of this project 
are accrued to them and as such, they are supporting the project and 
exercising their influence, accordingly. 


Most significant, though, since taking office in January 2011, the 
Michigan governor and the Lieutenant Governor of Ontario have 
become strong champions of the project. This government has made 
an effort to assist the governor with his efforts in convincing the 
Michigan legislators to support the building of the crossing. Our 
consulate general in Detroit has been promoting the project at every 
opportunity, even delivering speeches to business groups, chambers 
of commerce, and has met with individually Michigan legislators, in 
an effort to educate them and the citizens of the benefits of this new 
crossing. 


We have also been working closely with the Canadian embassy in 
Washington in providing outreach and advocacy, to ensure that 
accurate information about the project is present. 


Officials from Transport Canada have also been making, and will 
continue to make, significant efforts to advance this project. They 
have conducted detailed briefings on the project with state senators 
and other legislators to answer any questions that may remain. 


As the hon. member will know, as he participated in the event 
staged last month by Transport Canada, we have also conducted 
several tours with Michigan legislators and border stakeholders. 


In June, a senior official from Transport Canada, along with our 
consulate general in Michigan, Detroit, testified at the senate 
economic committee and reiterated Canada's financial commitment 
of $550 million to cover the costs of project components in Michigan 
that would not be funded by the public-private partnership, to ensure 
that this project moves ahead.  : 


We are 100% behind this project. We will continue to work toward 
its success. 


Mr. Brian Masse: Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the parliamentary 
secretary's intervention. 


What I think needs to happen next is a greater emphasis back on 
Washington to get Michigan moving again. There needs to be a real 
analysis of the current Ambassador Bridge by the government, in 
terms of its safety record, auditing its structure and all those things. 


The International Bridges and Tunnels Act came into effect a 
number of years ago. New Democrats worked with minister Cannon 
at that time to get some amendments in the bill. So, there was 
compromise on both sides to ensure that the legislation was passed. 


I would ask the parliamentary secretary to go back to the minister 
and encourage him to get to Lansing himself, as well as other senior 
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officials, and to Washington. That is where we need that full-court 
press to get the job done. 


The U.S. is having another round of elections. Matty Moroun, 
who owns the Ambassador Bridge, provided over $1 million of 
financing to elected officials in the United States during the last 
session. There will probably be more of that influence happening 
again. That is the challenge that we face: just getting it over the last 
hump. 


@ (1915) 


Mr. Pierre Poilievre: Mr. Speaker, once again, I have to agree 
with the hon. member and I thank him for his intervention on this 
important subject. 


The latest developments in the decision-making of the Michigan 
government is that the senate economic development committee in 
that state has now resumed hearings on the crossing. 


Our government remains committed to the project. We are 
pushing hard to convince and to inform hon. members of that 
chamber of the worthiness of this project. We expect that there will 
be a vote sometime either in the late fall or early winter. We will 
continue to press as hard as we can to ensure that jobs, opportunity, 
and growth are achieved by proceeding with this important project. 


FISHERIES AND OCEANS 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, thank you for allowing me these few 
moments to discuss an issue that I brought up in the House some 
time ago. In general, it is an issue of grave importance for 
Newfoundland and Labrador. It is an issue that certainly deals with 
the safety factor of Newfoundland and Labrador, and certainly deals 
with the entire east coast, because we are talking about two entities 
here. . 


Let me just recap. Because of the last budget we had a closure of a 
sub-centre, what we call a maritime rescue sub-centre, in St. John's, 
Newfoundland, and one also in Quebec. What these two centres 
provided was an extra amount of assistance to the larger centres, 
which are described as the JRCC, or the joint rescue coordination 
centres. These centres handle incoming calls from people in distress, 
primarily in the offshore area. 


Two departments come together, Fisheries and Oceans and the 
Department of National Defence, to handle these situations. One is 
primarily the vertical lift, or lift from the air, which is a part of search 
and rescue through the Department of National Defence. My 
question answered by the fisheries minister on that day obviously 
dealt with the Coast Guard. Of course, the Coast Guard, even though 
it is its own special operating agency, is still part of the Department 
of Fisheries and Oceans. 


What brings on this closure? What provides the available evidence 
that the closure of this centre can be absorbed, not just from a 
financial aspect, but also from a safety aspect? 


It is an incredibly busy site. It is busy in the sense that a lot of the 
local calls come into this one particular centre because the people 
who work in the centres certainly know the geography and certainly 
know their jobs extremely well. 
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What is happening is that these positions are being absorbed at the 
JRCC, which is in Halifax. I wish no ill will toward this particular 
centre in Halifax, which does a wonderful job as well, but there are 
aspects of the MRSC that was in St. John's in Newfoundland and 
Labrador that will be closed, yet are desperately needed in this area. 


I will provide one quick example: ice survey. Ice surveys are done 
across the country. They are headquartered here in Ottawa. It is a 
national ice service. It does some work in the MRSC, and the reason 
for doing some of it there is because of the local aspect. It is a local 
investigation that they must undertake; therefore, they leave Ottawa, 
go to St. John's, Newfoundland, and monitor the ice situation. The 
vast majority of ice observations take place across the eastern part of 
the island. 


This is a good example of why this centre exists in the first place. 


Therefore, I humbly ask the parliamentary secretary what 
constitutes the decision to say that we can close this centre down 
and safety will not be compromised. The evidence proves otherwise. 


® (1920) 


Mr. Randy Kamp (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Fisheries and Oceans and for the Asia-Pacific Gateway, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my hon. colleague, the member of 
Parliament for Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor, for the 
opportunity to comment on the consolidation of the St. John's 
maritime rescue sub-centre with the joint rescue coordination centres 
in Halifax and Trenton. I know he works hard for his constituents 
and the people of Newfoundland and Labrador, so I understand and 
appreciate his interest in this matter. 


Let me start with the bottom line. Maritime safety continues to be 
the top priority of the Canadian Coast Guard whose men and women 
work day in and day out to provide important and essential services, 
including icebreaking, aids to navigation, waterways management, 
marine communication and traffic services, environmental response, 
and search and rescue coordination and response services, which is 
the issue we are discussing this evening. 


Currently, to provide search and rescue coordination service, the 
Canadian Coast Guard jointly operates with the Canadian Forces, as 
my colleague has said, three joint search and rescue coordination 
centres across Canada. In addition, the Canadian Coast Guard 
manages two marine rescue sub-centres in St. John's and Quebec 
City. These were started in 1976, but many factors have changed the 
way search and rescue is coordinated since then. 


Current navigation technologies, alerting technologies and com- 
munication technologies allow us to safely and efficiently coordinate 
search and rescue efforts from one centre within each of the search 
and rescue regions that cover Canada. 


By consolidating the sub-centres of St. John's and Quebec, this 
initiative would see the integration of all search and rescue 
coordination functions, both marine and air, at the three existing 
centres. Marine search and rescue mission coordinators will work 
side-by-side with their Canadian Forces colleagues facilitating a 
stronger co-operation in search and rescue mission coordination. 


The consolidation of rescue sub-centres will improve the 
efficiency of Coast Guard operations. 
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I would like to emphasize that consolidation will not impact the 
excellent search and rescue coordination service that we currently 
provide to the maritime community in Newfoundland and Labrador 
and Quebec. 


As we move forward we will ensure implementation will be 
seamless and there will be no negative impacts to the aeronautical or 
maritime search and rescue services in Canada or to the safety of life 
at sea. 


I would also like to point out that by joining Coast Guard marine 
search and rescue coordination service currently provided in St. 
John's and Quebec with the joint rescue coordination centres in 
Halifax and Trenton, we expect to improve coordination by locating 
all Coast Guard and Canadian Forces search and rescue services 
within the same centres. 


I would like to reiterate that no changes are being made to the 
Canadian Coast Guard's capacity on the water. Canadian Coast 
Guard response resources will continue to work with other search 
and rescue service delivery partners such as Canadian Forces assets, 
volunteers and other local resources to respond to every distress call. 


All officers, helicopters and vessels, including the two heavy 
icebreakers that were recently moved to the St. John's area; will 
remain in Newfoundland and Labrador. 


We will continue to ensure that local knowledge and expertise is 
embedded in the tools and training of the crews, mariners and Coast 
Guard employees. 


Finally, I would like to reaffirm the department's commitment to 
ensuring the safety of the maritime community in Newfoundland and 
Labrador and in the rest of Canada through the Coast Guard's search 
and rescue service. ; 


Mr. Scott Simms: Mr. Speaker, my colleague has been 
parliamentary secretary for quite some time and he certainly knows 
the issues. 


I have a few questions. He mentioned that with one centre closing, 
the resources and staff which were there are being moved into one 
centre and how that creates an advantage. I need to grasp exactly 
how that is supposed to work, if the groupings of these people are to 
improve the services, but the aspect that was local is eliminated and 
these people are no longer on the ground. A good illustration of that 
would be the situation in Quebec City where language becomes that 
barrier. 


Could the member specifically address the language issue? Could 
he also give more detail as to why the grouping of these individuals 
into one centre in Halifax and closing down the sub-centre is going 
to improve that service? The final point is dollar value. How much 
money will this move save? 


@ (1925) 


Mr. Randy Kamp: Mr. Speaker, it is our view that the 
consolidation of these sub-centres is a timely and sound decision 
given the evolution of technology in search and rescue over the past 
30 years. 
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By consolidating our search and rescue coordination services, we 
will continue to provide the high level of service that we always have 
but we will do it in a way that brings value to Canadians. 


Again, safety will continue to remain the highest priority for the 
Coast Guard. 


Any reports that this decision will impact search and rescue 
response on the water are simply not true. 


Careful thought was given to this decision by the minister and the 
Coast Guard. There will be the same level of capacity on the water. 
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Local knowledge will continue to be used in search and rescue 
coordination. Service will continue to be available in both official 
languages. 


This is a responsible decision on behalf of Canadians. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Bruce Stanton): The motion to 
adjourn the House is now deemed to have been adopted. 
Accordingly, the House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
10 a.m. pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 7:26 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Thursday, September 29, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 


Prayers 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
© (1005) 
[English] 
COPYRIGHT MODERNIZATION ACT 
Hon. Gordon O'Connor (for the Minister of Industry) moved 
for leave to introduce Bill C-11, An Act to amend the Copyright Act. 
(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


KKK 
[Translation] 


SAFEGUARDING CANADIANS' PERSONAL 
INFORMATION ACT 


Hon. Gordon O'Connor (for the Minister of Industry) moved 
for leave to introduce Bill C-12, An Act to amend the Personal 
Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


* x *% 
[English] 


CANADA PENSION PLAN 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-295, An Act to amend the Canada Pension Plan 
(designation of survivor). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to reintroduce this bill. 
This bill deals with a very important issue which was brought to my 
attention by a constituent, Thea Beil, who tragically died from a very 
rare form of cancer. In the process of tying up her affairs, she 
realized that after all the years she paid into the Canada pension plan 
she would not be allowed to designate a beneficiary because she had 
no surviving spouse or common law partner. She felt this was a very 
discriminatory element of the Canada pension plan. 


I have brought this issue forward to the House. I have written to 
the minister to point out this discriminatory aspect of the Canada 
pension plan. Ms. Beil, who has now unfortunately passed away, 
paid into the Canada pension plan for over 25 years and had no 
opportunity to designate a beneficiary. 


In this day and age, this kind of discrimination should not be 
allowed to exist. I know that provincial plans, for example, the B.C. 
superannuation plan, have provisions whereby a person can 
designate a beneficiary if the person has no spouse or partner. There 
should be the same sort of fairness at the federal level. 


I introduce this bill in the name of Thea Beil who, before she 
tragically died, worked and contributed much to this country but was 
not able to designate a beneficiary for her Canada pension plan 
benefits. 


I hope members of the House will support this bill to end this 
discrimination. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


CANADA CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY ACT 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-296, An Act to amend the Canada Consumer 
Product Safety Act and the Textile Labelling Act (animal fur or 
skin). 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to introduce this bill. 
This bill would amend the Canada Consumer Product Safety Act and 
the Textile Labelling Act (animal fur or skin). I would like to thank 
the member for Parkdale—High Park for seconding the bill. 


This bill was originally introduced by my colleague, Bill Siksay, 
the former member for Burnaby—Douglas. He did much work on 
this issue. I am delighted to introduce the bill and follow up on the 
work that he has been doing. 


The bill would prohibit the import and sale of products made in 
whole or in part of dog or cat fur. It would also require all animal 
skins to be labelled with full disclosure of fur fibres on labels. Many 
Canadians are very concerned about the use of cat and dog fur and 
strongly support a ban on its use in imports. 
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If we pass this bill, we would be joining Australia, Switzerland, 
the United States and the European Union in banning products that 
contain dog and cat skins and furs. As well, the labelling 
requirements would change. Under the current act, products can 
simply be labelled fur “fibre” no matter what quantity is involved. 
This bill would amend that to make sure there is explicit and clear 
labelling. 


In presenting this bill, I want to note the incredible work of the 
Association for the Protection of Fur-Bearing Animals. I know there 
are many Canadians who support this legislation. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


See ea 
@ (1010) 


NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR SUICIDE PREVENTION ACT 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP) moved for leave to introduce 
Bill C-297, An Act respecting a National Strategy for Suicide 
Prevention. 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be reintroducing this 
legislation. The bill would create a national suicide prevention 
Strategy. 


After I tabled the bill in the last Parliament it received the support 
of many organizations, municipalities and individuals across the 
country. 


Suicide is an issue that touches every region of this country. The 
facts are clear. Over 3,500 Canadians, or 10 people per day, die by 
suicide each year. We need a coordinated strategy so that folks 
around the country working to prevent suicide are united in a 
concerted effort to ensure that our communities are no longer rocked 
by the loss of friends and family members. 


I would like to congratulate the Canadian Association for Suicide 
Prevention on its work. 


A national strategy is needed to address the higher risks of suicide 
faced by queer youth, Canada's elderly, teens and young adults, first 
nations, Inuit, and people in remote communities. 


I would encourage all parties to work together to establish a 
national suicide prevention strategy, because we have a responsi- 
bility to help prevent suicides. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


ES 


ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE ACT 
Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP) moved for leave to 


introduce Bill C-298, An Act to amend the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police Act (lump sum) 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I am honoured to rise today to reintroduce 
my private member's bill entitled “An Act to amend the Royal 
Canadian Mounted Police Act (lump sum)”. 


[Translation] 
RCMP officers put their lives in danger in the service of Canada 


and no amount of money paid to their beneficiaries could ever 
compensate for their loss, but a payment of $300,000 would at least 


ensure that these families are not left in a vulnerable financial 
situation while they deal with their grief. 


This bill would also ensure payment is made to the beneficiaries 
of every officer killed in the line of duty regardless of the length of 
the member’s service. 


[English] 


I also wish to point out that the bill is consistent with one of the 
key priorities of the Canadian Police Association whose members 
have been on the Hill to bring their concerns directly to 
parliamentarians. 


This is not a partisan issue. MPs from every party support this 
measure. I call on my Conservative colleagues in the House to 
encourage the public safety minister to support this initiative. 


My colleague from Surrey North, our public safety critic, is 
pleased to second the bill. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


RR + 


CRIMINAL CODE 


Mr. David Wilks (Kootenay—Columbia, CPC) moved for 
leave to introduce Bill C-299, An Act to amend the Criminal Code 
(kidnapping of young person). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to introduce my private 
member's bill to recognize the severity of kidnapping a child under 
the age of 16 by a stranger. 


As most members know, earlier this month Kienan Hiebert was 
kidnapped from his residence in Sparwood. He was safely returned. 


We must send a message to those who do these crimes that these 
crimes will not be tolerated in Canada. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


Lure 
@ (1015) 


FEDERAL FRAMEWORK FOR SUICIDE PREVENTION 
ACT 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener—Conestoga, CPC) moved 
for leave to introduce Bill C-300, An Act respecting a Federal 
Framework for Suicide Prevention. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today to proudly introduce this bill. 


The bill would establish the requirement for the Government of 
Canada to develop a federal framework for suicide prevention in 
consultation with the relevant non-governmental organizations, the 
relevant entity in each province and territory, as well as the relevant 
federal departments. 
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In Canada far too many lives are lost each year to suicide, almost 
4,000, over 10 each day. Suicide is the second leading cause of death 
among Canadian youth ages 10 to 24. Aboriginal youth suicide rates 
are especially troubling at five to seven times higher than the non- 
aboriginal rate. In Waterloo region's high schools, three youths lost 
their lives to suicide in just one single week last year. 


Suicide has a horrific impact: shortened lives, grieving families, 
devastated friends and even broken communities. 


There is already lots of good work being done in suicide 
prevention across the country, but with some federal coordination 
and federal leadership, we can do better for vulnerable Canadians. 


I invite all hon. members to join me in supporting this very 
important non-partisan initiative. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


CNE JE © 


OPEN GOVERNMENT ACT 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-301, An Act to amend the Access to Information 
Act (open government). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to introduce the open 
government act. I want to recognize and pay tribute to the former 
information commissioner, John Reid. He and his staff actually 
drafted all of this bill to illustrate the shortcomings of an act that has 
not been reviewed since 1983. 


I would also point out that the adoption of the bill actually would 
fulfill the campaign promise of the Conservative Party which, in its 
campaign literature in 2006, promised to introduce John Reid's open 
government act. It found its way into the federal accountability 
legislation in 2006 but was promptly removed by the time that bill 
received first reading. 


The bill would seek to enhance and expand the access to 
information regime in this country. It would create a public interest 
override. The public interest would override the interests of the 
government in keeping something secret. It would seek to enhance 
the ability of members of the general public to know what their 
government was doing with their money, which I argue is a 
fundamental freedom and a cornerstone of any western democracy. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


Se) 


LOUIS RIEL ACT 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-302, An Act respecting Louis Riel. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from Sudbury for 
seconding the bill. 


The bill would call upon the government to reverse the conviction 
of Louis Riel on the premise that Louis Riel was a hero, not a traitor. 
We do not seek to have Louis Riel pardoned, because a pardon 
would imply that he was guilty of something and we now forgive 
him. We seek to exonerate Louis Riel. 
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We should take note that Louis Riel was a member of Parliament. 
He was elected three times to the Canadian Parliament and was never 
allowed to take his seat, although Métis lore has it that he did paddle 
his canoe to the foot of Parliament Hill with his Métis colleagues, 
climbed the cliff, entered his name into the permanent record and 
took his seat one night in 1871. 


The people of Manitoba have recognized Louis Riel as a hero. 
There is a statue of Louis Riel on the grounds of Manitoba's 
legislative building. 


On behalf of the Métis people of Canada, we believe that 
exonerating Louis Riel would be in the same spirit as the formal 
apology the Prime Minister gave to the survivors of Indian 
residential schools. We believe it is a necessary prerequisite to 
healing the relationship between the Métis people and the 
Government of Canada. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


tele 
© (1020) 


FOOD AND DRUGS ACT 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-303, An Act to amend the Food and Drugs Act 
(trans fatty acids). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I felt it necessary to introduce this private 
member's bill to seek to have Parliament ban trans fatty acids and to 
eliminate them to the greatest extent possible from our food supply. 


Parliament spoke to this issue and voted, by a majority vote, to 
ban trans fatty acids but the government of the day and the 
subsequent Conservative government failed to act on the will of 
Parliament as expressed by that motion. 


The Heart and Stroke Foundation, the Canadian Medical 
Association and other scientific experts agree that this type of fat 
in our foods should be eliminated as it is far more harmful than other 
type of saturated fats in our food supply. Some measures have been 
taken to reduce the trans fatty acids in our food supply but 
Parliament was clear that it did not want trans fatty acids reduced by 
voluntary measures. It wanted it eliminated to the greatest extent 
possible. That is what this bill, when passed, would require. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


wk *R* 


PETITIONS 
CANADA-EU PROCUREMENT AGREEMENT 


Mr. Frank Valeriote (Guelph, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I submit yet 
another petition signed by hundreds of people from the Guelph and 
surrounding areas urging the government to exclude all sub-federal 
governments and their public agencies, including municipalities, 
from any Canada-EU procurement agreement. 
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Municipalities, like Guelph, stand to lose the right to buy local 
materials and services, hindering our ability to stimulate local 
innovation, foster local community economic development, create 
local employment and achieve other valuable public policies. 


The petitioners urge that the negotiations also be paused while 
there is a national consultation process. We must remove the veil of 
secrecy and introduce transparency into these negotiations by 
consulting Parliament, as is done in other countries that are part of 
these negotiations. 


ASBESTOS 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I stand 
today to introduce a petition signed by literally thousands of 
Canadians from all across Canada who call upon Parliament to 
recognize and take note that asbestos is the greatest industrial killer 
that the world has ever known. 


In fact, they point out that more Canadians now die from asbestos 
than all other industrial occupational causes combined and yet, they 
point out, Canada continues to spend millions of dollars subsidizing 
the asbestos industry and blocking international efforts to curb its 
use. 


Therefore, these petitioners are calling upon the Government of 
Canada to ban asbestos in all of its forms and institute a just 
transition program for asbestos workers and the communities in 
which they live. They also call upon the government to end all 
government subsidies of asbestos, both in Canada and abroad. 


They call upon government to stop using its international foreign 
missions and embassies to host trade junkets promoting-and pushing 
asbestos internationally, and to stop blocking international health and 
safety conventions designed to protect workers from asbestos, such 
as the Rotterdam convention. 


VISITOR VISAS 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
bring forward a petition from individuals who are concerned about 
visitor visas not being approved. 


In particular, one of the “whereas” clauses recognizes the 
importance of things, such as weddings, graduations, birthdays, 
funerals, other family gatherings, where family needs to be given 
extra consideration so that they can have people from abroad being 
able to participate with family members here in Canada. 


Far too many visas are being denied without any basis of factual 
information about the people returning to countries where visas have 
been issued. The government does not have that kind of information 
and yet it is basing decisions and denying people the opportunity to 
be reunited with families. 


: **¥* 
@ (1025) 


QUESTIONS PASSED AS ORDERS FOR RETURNS 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if 
Question No. 83 could be made an order for return, this return would 
be tabled immediately. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 
[ Text] 
Question No. 83—Mr. Rodger Cuzner: 


With regard to participation by the government through the Enterprise Cape 
Breton Corporation (ECBC) in the sponsoring of a yacht in the Clipper 09-10 Round 
the World Yacht Race (Sponsorship Program): (a) what was the total overall 
budgeted cost of the Sponsorship Program, broken down by cost category including 
all the activities associated with the sponsorship; (b) what was the total overall actual 
cost of the Sponsorship Program compared to the budget; (c) what was the budget 
and actual cost for each trade event associated with the Sponsorship Program; (d) 
how many ECBC employees attended each specific international trade or non trade 
event as part of the Sponsorship Program; (e) how many businesses attended each 
trade event associated with the Sponsorship Program; (f) what was the travel cost of 
ECBC employees who attended the Sponsorship Program events, broken down by 
each event; (g) what was the cost of subsidizing non government employees to attend 
international Sponsorship Program events, broken down by event; (4) what were the 
evaluation results from non government employees who partook in the Sponsorship 
Program events; (i) what evaluation metrics were put in place to determine the 
effectiveness of the cost of the total Sponsorship Program; and (j) what evaluation 
results have been received to date on the effectiveness of the Sponsorship Program? 


(Return tabled) 
[English] | 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski: Mr. Speaker, I ask that the remaining 
questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 
BUSINESS OF SUPPLY 
OPPOSITION MOTION—CANADIAN ECONOMY 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP) moved: 


That, in the opinion of this House, the government should: (a) take immediate action 
to promote job creation and address the persistently high unemployment rate among 
Canadian workers, particularly high among young Canadians, in the context of the 
International Monetary Fund prediction of yet higher unemployment rates in the 
future unless swift action is taken; (b) take immediate action to ensure all Canadians 
can rely on a stable and guaranteed pension as they plan their retirement in a period 
of record household debt and declining stock markets; (c) take immediate action to 
fix the crumbling infrastructure essential to our economy and the security of 
Canadians; and (d) maintain the full public sector contribution to the Canadian 
economy so as to take advantage of low interest rates, undertake strategic public 
investments, increase Canada’s competitiveness, avert another serious recession and 
create jobs in Canada. 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I stand today to introduce the first 
opposition day motion in this parliamentary session. 


Over the past few months, the Conservatives have continued to 
boast about Canada's economic recovery, even in the face of 
economic turmoil abroad and stagnating growth here at home. 
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[Ti ranslationt] 


Canadians know that the government's assurances do not reflect 
reality. We have lost far too many good quality jobs that made it 
possible for families to make ends meet. Canadian families’ budgets 
are becoming tighter and tighter because of debt. Furthermore, 
international economic stability and the very slow economic growth 
are threatening to plunge us into a new recession. 


The primary economic problem facing Canadians right now is not 
government debt, but slow recovery and the weak job market. The 
Conservatives’ plan to cut spending will make the situation worse 
instead of better. 


[English] 


We, in the official opposition, know that now is the time to make 
strategic investments to promote economic growth and attack the 
real deficit: the jobs deficit. Canadians are tired of talk. What we 
need now is action. The Conservative government must reconsider 
its failed approach of something for nothing corporate tax and 
spending cuts and, instead, put in place a jobs plan, a plan that gets 
Canadians back to work. 


[ Translation] 


The job market is currently more fragile than it was before the 
October 2008 crisis. The unemployment rate has risen to 7.3%, 
while the number of part-time workers and the number of workers 
looking for full-time employment has increased very rapidly. 
Quality, full-time jobs that allow families to make a living are very 
hard to find in every region of the country. 


The actual unemployment rate, which includes discouraged 
workers who have left the labour force and part-time workers who 
would like to be working full-time, was 11.1% in July 2011, a very 
significant increase over the July 2008 rate of 9.4%. 


[English] 


In fact, despite the government's repeated boasting about its jobs 
record, close to 1.4 million Canadians remain unemployed. When 
people lose jobs, it is a tragedy for those individuals. When we 
include those who have become discouraged by weak job prospects 
or who are underemployed, that number rises to close to two million, 
two million individual tragedies. That is two million Canadians for 
-whom the government's boasting is just a slap in the face. 


© (1030) 


[Translation] 


The lack of progress in getting Canadians back to work is 
disappointing to say the least. If today the same proportion of 
Canadians were working as before the 2008 economic crisis, 
420,000 more Canadians would have jobs. 


[English] 


The IMF recently predicted that Canada's unemployment rate will 
rise this year and that in 2012 our economy will grow far more 
slowly than anticipated. 


To make matters worse, only 39.6% of the officially unemployed 
qualify for unemployment insurance, even if they had paid into the 
program themselves, which means that only two out of five 
Canadians are actually qualifying for the benefits that they have 
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paid for, and only 26.8% of the real unemployed are covered by EI 
benefits. Canadians are facing both rising unemployment and 
decreasing EI coverage, adding insult to injury. 


At the same time, household debt has hit record levels of 150%, 
leaving families struggling to make ends meet. 


The government's lack of leadership on job creation has real 
economic costs. Our lower unemployment rate today represents lost 
wages alone of more than $20 billion, not to mention the billions of 
dollars in economic stimulus and tax revenues that go along with 
them. 


[Translation] 


What is the result? Our economic growth has become stagnant. 
Economists in all areas have lowered their forecasts with regard to 
Canada's economic growth. The Conservatives' budget is thus based 
on growth projections that are no longer realistic. 


[English] 


The BMO deputy chief economist has noted that even if Canada 
and the U.S. avoid another recession, Ottawa will fall far short of the 
estimates for growth in the finance minister's last budget. 


The Conservatives claim that the solution to all of this is simply 
more of the same failed policy of no strings attached tax cuts for the 
same wealthy corporations. However, with the money they have 
received in tax breaks, large corporations have invested outside of 
Canada, have paid themselves, their executives, exorbitant bonuses, 
and have moved good-paying, quality Canadian jobs overseas. 
Canadian corporations today are sitting on $500 billion, $120 billion 
of which is through corporate tax cuts, at a time when the economy 
is in dire need of investment. 


Instead of excusing itself because we are doing better than sicker 
economies in the G8, the government must put in place policies that 
encourage private sector investment in our economy here at home. If 
we want others to express confidence in the economy, we must take 
the lead by investing in the economy, not by cutting billions of 
dollars in public spending. Economists agree that it is the wrong time 
to take money out of the economy. 


Doug Porter of BMO told the finance committee this week that 
recent drops in government bond yield rates are a sign that financial 


_markets are stressed about economic growth prospects, not 


government deficits or inflation. 


The Conference Board of Canada has also emphasized that this is 
not the time to put the brakes on government spending and 
government investment. Instead, the government must be willing to 
step back and consider its approach in response to economic reality. 
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The Canadian economy is facing serious economic risks as a 
result of our dependence on American and European markets. The 
American economy remains extremely weak as a result of the flat 
housing market, high debt levels and the change from a program 
involving weak recovery measures to one involving budget cuts. 


Fear of a double-dip recession has caused a sharp drop in the stock 
market over the past few months. The OECD and the IMF are 
predicting a very slow recovery for developed economies, which will 
have a major impact on Canadian exports. 


TD Economics has indicated that, while the United States should 
be able to avoid a recession in 2011, any unpredicted drop in the 
markets could plunge Canada into another recession. Scotiabank 
economists have stated that we are facing a very real possibility that 
the Canadian economy could be the first to fall into a recession. 


@ (1035) 
[English] 


The government must be willing to be flexible and must consider 
its planned spending cuts in light of global economic instability. 
However, despite the fragile global economy and Canada's shakey 
economic recovery, the Conservatives want to cut off all stimulus 
and cut tens of billions of dollars out of the economy. 


Radical spending cuts, even before the private sector is prepared 
to start investing again, hurts Canadian families and Canadian 
communities. 


The Governor of the Bank of Canada has made it clear that this is 
no for undercutting demand in-the economy. That is why he is 
keeping interest rates low. 


[Translation] 


In the past, the ability of Stephen Harper's Conservatives to 
predict Canada's economic future has been appalling. 


The Deputy Speaker: I must briefly interrupt the member. We do 
not refer to other members of the House by their name. 


Ms. Peggy Nash: Pardon me, Madam Speaker. 


If we look back at what this government did in 2008, it seems to 
have a habit of letting things deteriorate before taking action. We 
need measures, we need a job creation plan, and we need these 
things now. 


[English] 


Today the opposition calls upon the government to take immediate 
action to: promote job creation; ensure that all Canadians can rely on 
a stable retirement future; undertake strategic investments to fix the 
crumbling infrastructure essential to our economy and the security of 
Canadians; and maintain the full public sector contribution to the 
Canadian economy in order to increase Canada's competitiveness 
and divert another recession. 


The total Canadian net government debt is 33.7% of GDP 
compared to an OECD average of 62.6%. That is about half. Interest 
rates are at historic lows and money costs much less. This provides 
an opportunity to make strategic investments in jobs and 
infrastructure, which are sorely needed. The Toronto Board of Trade 
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emphasizes that a strong infrastructure foundation is a top priority in 
ensuring economic competitiveness now and into the future. In fact, 


the OECD has concluded that Toronto's lack of transportation 


infrastructure is a leading drag on the region's global competitive- 
ness. 


We are not just talking about spending but also about investing. 
There is a difference. We need to express confidence in Canada's 
economy and attract private sector investment by investing in 
targeted incentives for the real job creators. With respect to critical 
public infrastructure and initiatives, we need to invest in roads, 
bridges, public transit, and broadband Internet, greening the 
economy, ensuring first nations have potable water in every 
community, training workers for the new economy, housing, and 
early childhood education. 


The Department of Finance recognizes that infrastructure invest- 
ment has more than five times the economic impact that corporate 
income tax cuts have. This fact was published in an appendix to the 
2009 budget. Canadians want action on job creation and real 
economic growth, not billions of dollars in corporate tax giveaways 
and cuts to services. Economists agree. Now is not the time to cut 
billions of dollars out of the economy. Strategic investment is 
required to support job creation and economic growth now and into 
the future. 


New Democrats believe the best way to improve our economy and 
address our debt is through policies that would get Canadians back 
to work. This is no time to retrench. It is time for public investment. 
We can express confidence in the Canadian economy by undertaking 
the significant investments in infrastructure that are necessary for 
Canada to remain competitive in the future economy. 


© (1040) 


[Translation] 


We all know that jobs are the key to a stable economy. We need to 
stop politicizing the situation. What we need to be doing right now is 
putting aside party differences and working together to find 
pragmatic solutions that encourage job creation, economic produc- 
tivity and investments that will increase the expertise of our 
Canadian workers. 


[English] 


These solutions would include a new employee tax credit for 
employers who retain new hires for a year or more and a reduction in 
taxes for small businesses, not large corporations. It is small 
businesses that invest in job creation here at home. That is why we 
are urging the government to drop the small business tax rate from 
11% to 9%. That two percentage point tax break would help create 
jobs and growth right here in our communities. 
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[Translation] 


We need a 21st-century energy strategy, but the Conservatives 
keep opting for an outdated approach. Canada will not progress if it 
continues to focus on developing gas and oil instead of clean 
technology, and that is going to harm both the environment and 
Canada's economy. It is time to build the economy of the future by 
investing in green infrastructure so that renewable energy is 
accessible throughout the country. 


[English] 


The official opposition rises today to call upon the government to 
put politics aside and focus more on the horizon and less on drawing 
lines in the sand. It must take immediate action to put Canadians 
back to work to grow our economy now and into the future. 


Mr. Harold Albrecht (Kitchener —Conestoga, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I listened with interest to the comments from the member 
opposite. At different points she talked about encouraging private 
investment and encouraging investment in public infrastructure. I 
would remind the member and her party that there has never been a 
time in Canadian history where more investment has gone into 
public infrastructure than in the past number of years since our 
government took office. 


Regarding private sector investment, we have introduced a 
number of initiatives to encourage that, including the accelerated 
capital cost allowance. It makes a huge difference by allowing 
companies to invest in critical infrastructure that would help them 
improve their efficiency and help them remain competitive 
internationally. 


We have also introduced the EI credit which provides small 
businesses with a credit when hiring. 


With regard to business tax reductions, I understand there are a 
number of NDP members in Windsor, so perhaps the following 
quote from The Windsor Star would be helpful to the member and 


her party: 


In short, all the evidence suggests corporate tax cuts lead to jobs and investment... 


The government should push forward with lower taxes for 
businesses. Why would the NDP not want Canadian businesses to 
invest and create more jobs for Canadians who really want to work? 


Ms. Peggy Nash: Madam Speaker, I respectfully ask the member 
to show us the evidence because we have not seen any. We have seen 
that unemployment is not as bad as it was at the depth of the 
recession. That is only because the opposition forced the 
Conservatives, who were sleepwalking into a recession, to invest 
in the economy. 


It is very nice that members have built gazebos in their ridings. 
That is all well and good, but we are talking about strategic 
infrastructure investment such as urban transit and greening the 
economy. We are talking about investments that will make our 
economy more competitive, more productive and most importantly 
will put Canadians back to work. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, it is very important that we are clear on the point that 
there one-quarter million more unemployed people today in Canada 
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than when the Conservative government took office. From day one 
that party has been saying the issue is jobs, jobs, jobs. 


I look at the buy American provisions that have been put into 
place. The government has dropped the ball. Liberals recognize the 
value and importance of trade. However, the NDP in Ontario is now 
advocating a buy Ontario policy. 


I would like to know what the federal NDP's policy is on the buy 
American provisions. Do NDP members believe, as Liberals do, that 
we need to free up trade? Trade creates thousands of jobs every year. 
Do they support free trade or do the NDP members agree with their 
Ontario counterparts who say there should be a buy Ontario policy? 
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Ms. Peggy Nash: Madam Speaker, obviously Canada is a trading 
nation. We support our trading partners and believe trade is an 
important part of our economy. Approximately 70% to 75% of our 
exports go to the U.S. 


We believe in fair trade, that which has a level playing field, not 
the kind of trade that allows Americans to out negotiate 
Conservative negotiators, or that protects American jobs while 
leaving ours vulnerable. We have seen the outcome of that, which 
was the loss of thousands of good manufacturing jobs in this country. 


When will the government stand up for good quality jobs? When 
will it stop the migration of these jobs south of the border or to other 
parts of the world? When will it defend good quality Canadian jobs? 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
congratulate the member for Parkdale—High Park on her realistic 
assessment of the state of the Canadian economy. She put forth 
realistic and achievable goals of what is required to create jobs. 


She pointed out that investing in infrastructure has five times the 
impact and benefit than corporate tax cuts have. One of those 
infrastructure issues is housing. What better way is there to meet a 
social need and provide high quality, good paying jobs than to use 
Canadian lumber to build houses? There is a growing crisis in many 
cities, that being the lack of affordable housing? 


I ask the member to expand on the need for housing as a job 
stimulant and how that is good for society overall. 


Ms. Peggy Nash: Madam Speaker, the Conference Board of 
Canada released a report last week stating that the Canadian 
economy is producing a more unequal society wherein the rich are 
getting richer and the middle class is falling further behind. One 
reason for that is the lack of affordable housing. 
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We have a perfect opportunity. Interest rates are at almost historic 
lows. There is a tremendous need for affordable housing. Almost 
two million Canadians are looking for work. Let us put those 
together. Let us invest in affordable housing that is energy efficient, 
that helps meet Canadian housing needs and puts Canadians to work. 
That would also help grow our economy. 


Mrs. Joy Smith (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Madam Speaker, 
as I listened to the member's speech I heard over and over again 
about what is wrong in the country. Therefore, I will point out what 
leading economists have said with respect to Canada's economy. 


Senior BMO economist Sal Guatieri pointed out that Canada is in 
a much better situation than many countries and that our government 
has a much smaller budget deficit. That is critical in light of the 
global scene right now. 


The senior vice-president and chief economist of the Scotiabank 
group said, “Canada is the best place to be and almost everything I 
look at screams that out to me”. That was taken from The Journal of 
Commerce. 


I hear this rhetoric all the time about how badly we are doing in 
Canada. However, the leading economists say that we are doing very 
well. 


Manitoba NDP minister of finance Rosann Wowchuk has said, “... 
if the federal government reduces corporate taxes, it will make a 
difference for our businesses and certainly they will take advantage 
of those cuts”. 


As well, others from the member's own party have agreed that our 
government is doing a great job. 


How does the member square what she is saying here in the House 
of Commons with what the leading economists are saying? 
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Ms. Peggy Nash: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for her 
fine work and her question. 


It is absolutely correct that our deficit and debt situation is not as 
bad as it is in other countries. In fact, it is much better than it is in 
other countries in the G8. Therefore, why is the Minister of Finance 
focused on deficit reduction as though that were our main problem? 
That is exactly the point. 


The issue for us, the major challenge, is not the debt in this 
country; it is job creation. I am sure she knows that in her 
community, youth unemployment is double the unemployment of 
others in this country, and I am sure she knows the problems that 
leads to. We do not want to be locking up young people, putting 
them in jail, having to build more prisons, which, sadly, the 
government is heading toward. We want to create good quality jobs 
for our youth so that they can have a hopeful future. That is what we 
in the NDP are standing up for: Canadian youth and families. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to be here today to 
once again discuss our government's priority, which is the economy 
and job creation. 
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[English] 


I thank the Speaker for the opportunity to speak today on this very 
odd motion brought forward by the NDP. 


I say “odd” because in it the NDP talks about its alleged concern 
about jobs, pensions, infrastructure and the economy. I say “alleged” 
because when it matters most, when the NDP actually has to vote on 
legislation or a budget that supports jobs, pensions, infrastructure 
and the economy, the NDP has always voted against. 


Every single time, at every opportunity, the NDP has been a 
negative and ideologically rigid force voting against Canada's 
economic plan and its next phase. Indeed, let us only go back a few 
months to when our Conservative government introduced the next 
phase of Canada's economic action plan. . 


This is a positive plan for jobs and economic growth. It is focused 
on helping to boost the economy and on helping families during 
these turbulent economic times by flowing $1 billion in federal 
funding to provinces and territories for infrastructure projects in 
2011-12; helping manufacturers by extending the accelerated capital 
cost allowance for two years; extending the eco-energy retrofit 
program to help create more energy efficient homes while generating 
local economic activity; renewing EI pilot projects, which would 
help the unemployed; extending work-sharing agreements to help 
protect jobs; creating a hiring credit for small business to help create 
jobs; and many more positive measures. 


This is a plan that economists, business organizations, public 
interest groups and commentators applauded as a positive plan to 
create jobs and promote economic growth. 


Indeed, let us listen to what some of them have actually said, 
because I listened to my colleague moments ago make up facts about 
what she suggests was said. I am going read the actual quotes so that 
there is absolutely no question in Canadians' minds about what was 
actually said. 


Let us listen to the Canadian Manufacturers and Exporters, who 
said it was: 


....critical to sustaining Canada's economic recovery. 


What about the Certified Management Accountants of Canada? 
This group said it will: 


....contnibute to keeping Canada globally competitive and ensuring that the private 
sector can fully contribute to economic growth and job creation. 


Better yet, let us listen to what Canadians said on May 2, when 
they spoke with their ballots and elected a strong and stable national 
majority Conservative government to implement that plan. 


However, the NDP ignored the experts, ignored the priorities of 
Canadians for jobs and growth, and decided to vote against the next 
phase of Canada's economic action plan, as it did at the height of the 
global economic recession, which the NDP seems to forget occurred 
when it opposed Canada's economic action plan. The NDP said “no” 
yet again and showed the type of rigid economic ideological thinking 
that Canadians do not need. 
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In doing that, the NDP also voted against a plan to support jobs 
and the economy, a plan that has worked, a plan that has in fact 
helped Canada's economy remain the most envied in the entire 
industrialized world during the turbulent economic times that we 
face. 


Members need not take my word for it. Let us listen to some more 
quotes. Let us listen to Scotiabank economist Warren Jestin, who 
recently commented: © 


If you want to live anywhere in the world in today's global economy, Canada is 
the place you want to be. 


What about Queen's University economics professor Tom 
Courchene? He stated: 


It is true that we are in excellent financial and fiscal shape if you compare us with 
any of our trading partners... 


I know the NDP likes to twist the facts, often for the sole purpose 
of talking down the Canadian economy and belittling Canada's 
economic leadership on the world stage, so I want to get some plain, 
indisputable facts on the table for the NDP and Canadians at home to 
dispel some of this absolute misinformation perpetrated by the NDP. 
These are facts from well-recognized and independent sources that 
Canadians can. verify for themselves online, something that I 
challenge the NDP to do here today. 


Here is the first fact: both the IMF and the OECD project that 
Canada will have among the strongest rates of economic growth in 
the G7 in the years ahead. 


Here is another fact: Canada has created nearly 600,000 new jobs 
since July 2009, with over 80% of them being full time. That is the 
strongest job creation record in the G7. 
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Fact: For the fourth straight year, the World Economic Forum 
rated our banking system the world's best. 


Fact: According to the IMF, Canada has, and will continue to 
have, by far the lowest total government net debt to GDP ratio in the 
entire G7. 


Fact: Unlike the case with other countries, Canada's credit rating 
has recently been renewed at the best level by major agencies. 
Indeed, Moody's recently renewed Canada's AAA credit rating, 
praising our “...economic resiliency, very high government financial 
strength and a low susceptibility to event risk“. 


Another fact is that our Conservative government's economic 
leadership has been repeatedly praised by everyone from economists 
to global leaders. Here is what BMO economist Doug Porter actually 
said in the finance committee the other day. Again, this is a quote, 
not a paraphrase, not a change or a twist of facts; these are his actual 
words: 


Compared to policy-making in the rest of the world, Canada's economic policy- 
making has been exemplary. I don't think there's been a significant misstep in recent 
years. 


This is what British Prime Minister David Cameron said in this 
very House only last week: 

In the last few years, Canada has got every major decision right. Look at the facts. 

Not a single Canadian bank fell or faltered during the global banking crisis. Canada 

got to grips with its deficit and was running surpluses and paying down the debt 

before the recession, fixing the roof while the sun was shining. Your economic 
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leadership has helped the Canadian economy to weather the global storms far better 
than many of your international competitors. 


While the global economy may be turbulent and while too many 
Canadians are looking for work, Canadians can rest assured that our 
Conservative government has done, and will continue to do, 
everything possible to ensure we are in the best position to meet 
the challenges ahead. That is what Canadians want their government 
to do: stay focused on jobs and the economy, keep taxes low and 
respect their hard-earned tax dollars. 


Our Conservative government gets that, and Canadians under- 
stand that we get that. That is why they gave us a majority 
government. 


For instance, we, like Canadians, understand that small businesses 
are the heartbeat of the Canadian economy, and by helping them 
grow, we are helping create jobs in our local communities. That is 
why, in the next phase of Canada's economic action plan, we 
introduced a hiring credit for small business. This innovative job- 
creating measure will help an estimated 525,000 small businesses by 
giving them a leg up to expand and increase hiring. 


The Canadian Federation of Independent Business labelled it an 
important step “...to enhance job creation and recognize the 
economic contributions of small businesses in Canada”. 


The NDP members, though, despite what they say today, actually 
voted against helping small businesses create jobs. That should not 
come as a great surprise, for the NDP has a very different take on the 
economy compared to our Conservative government. 


While we are committed to a low-tax plan to help the economy 
and to help both large and small employers grow, the NDP believes 
in a tired tax-and-spend philosophy for the Canadian economy. The 
NDP believes in a far-left economic philosophy that claims Canadian 
families and businesses are just not paying enough taxes and need to 
send more of their hard-earned money to big government in Ottawa. 


In fact the Liberal finance critic, the member for Kings—Hants, 
publicly proclaimed to the The Chronicle-Herald newspaper this 
past year that Canadians should be wary of the Marxist-Leninist 
views of the federal NDP when it comes to the economy. 


While I will not repeat that sentiment completely, I will again 
point to some facts on the NDP's record on taxes for Canadians to 
consider. 


First and foremost, unlike the NDP, our Conservative government 
believes that leaving more money in the pockets of hard-working 
Canadians is the right thing to do, and we have the record to prove it. 


Since coming to office in 2006, we have cut over 120 taxes, 
reducing taxes in every way government that collects them: personal, 
consumption, business, excise taxes and more. We removed over one 
million low-income Canadians completely from the tax rolls. 
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We reduced the overall tax burden to its lowest level in nearly 50 
years. We introduced the tax free savings account, the most 
important personal savings vehicle since RRSPs. We lowered the 
GST from 7% to 5%. The overall total savings for a typical family is 
over $3,000. 


The NDP, on the other hand, has a proven record of pushing a 
high tax agenda by voting no again and again in the House of 
Commons against our tax relief. It has constantly protested and 
mocked our efforts to leave more money in the pockets of everyday 
Canadian families to help them pay the bills and to help businesses 
grow our economy. 


Indeed, public statements by NDP MPs clearly underline their 
fundamental belief that Canadian families should be forced to send 
more and more of their hard-earned money to government. For 
example, here is what the NDP finance critic, the member for 
Parkdale—High Park, had to say about our government's GST 
reduction. She stated, “Cuts to the GST...take us in the wrong 
direction. I am very proud that our caucus stood opposed to that—”. 


Honestly, how many Canadians dealing with the costs of raising 
their families would appreciate politicians claiming that they are not 
just proud but very proud that they tried to prevent them from 
keeping more of their own hard-earned money? Is that the type of 
high tax thinking we want our politicians to have when it comes to 
the economy and protecting jobs? Clearly, the answer is a huge no. 


As I mentioned earlier, Canada has weathered the global 
economic recession better than most other countries, but a big part 
of that has been our low tax plan, a low tax plan that has helped put 
an average of $3,000 back in the pockets of an average Canadian 
family. Another aspect of that low tax plan involves leaving more 
money in the hands of entrepreneurs and businesses to grow and hire 
more Canadians. Lower taxes make our economy stronger and create 
good, long-term jobs for today and tomorrow. 


The Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters released a report, 
available online for all to see, confirming lower business taxes mean 
more jobs. The Canadian Federation of Independent Business 
unequivocally supports our low tax plan, which its says helps small 
business. Once again, I am using its words, “unequivocally 
supports”. 


Even our American neighbours have noticed it. Listen to what 
Iowa Governor Terry Branstad told NBC's Meet the Press only last 
month. He stated: 


The Canadian government has reduced their corporate income tax...I've had 
companies that I've called on in Chicago to come to Iowa, and they've said, “We like 
lowa, but if they don't change the federal corporate income tax, we're probably going 
to go to Canada”. Now, that's a tragedy when...Canada is now beating us. 


Without a doubt, our Conservative government is focused on 
keeping taxes low and helping create jobs. The NDP wants to raise 
taxes, which essentially kills jobs. Specifically, as businesses try to 
deal with global economic turbulence, the NDP wants to slap a huge 
$10 billion a year tax hike on them as explicitly stated in its 
platform. 


Let us be clear. A $10 billion a year NDP tax hike would mean 
losing good Canadian jobs and jeopardizing the financial security of 
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hard-working Canadian families. I do not know what world the NDP 
is living in, but Canadians cannot afford that. They cannot afford 
higher taxes and they cannot afford the job killing policies of the 
NDP. The member for Parkdale—High Park may be very proud of 
the NDP supporting tax hikes, but Canadians are actually very 
scared. 


When it comes to taxes and the economy, our Conservative 
government's record is clear: lower taxes for a stronger economy. 
That is what we need. The NDP record is even clearer, higher taxes 
and more reckless spending, something we do not need. 


Moreover, unlike the NDP and this hastily thrown together motion 
on the economy today, our Conservative government has a well- 
developed plan for jobs and growth that we have been implementing. 
Canada's economic action plan and its next phase is that plan. 
Despite the fact that the NDP voted against it every step of the way, 
this plan is working and it is getting results. Yes, like other countries, 
we face global economic headwinds from Europe and the United 
States, but we are ready and able to address them as we have done so 
previously. 
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I would, therefore, encourage all members to stick with the next 
phase of Canada's economic action plan. Do not listen to the 
misinformation that is being perpetrated. Look at the facts. As I have 
challenged the NDP here today, put the facts on the table. 


I encourage Canadians to listen to the economists, to global 
leaders, and to Canadians, when they say, this is the plan to follow, 
this will keep our country safe, this will protect jobs, and this will 
create jobs. I encourage them to remain on track with this 
Conservative government in the interests of this wonderful country 
of Canada. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I think that what we have seen here on display is a kind 
of a sad partisan approach to something that Canadians really expect 
us to work together on. Two-thirds of Canadians did not vote for the 
current government. They are really asking, “What is the govern- 
ment's plan?” 


We are saying we have a plan to put Canadians back to work, the 
two million Canadians who are desperate for a job. I think they 
expect us to get to work on that, to roll up our sleeves and get to 
work. The average Canadian family benefits by about $16,000 from 
the services that they get from various levels of government. All we 
are proposing is that the government turn its attention to real job 
creation. ' 


Scotiabank says that Canada may well be the first of the G8 
countries to fall into a recession because we are a large trading 
nation, and that is of real concern to Canadians. Of course, 
companies would love more tax cuts. They would not argue against 
them. However, the fact is they are sitting on $500 billion in cash. 
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I ask the hon. member, why would she want to add to that $5 
billion? Why would she not want to invest that money and put 
Canadians back to work? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Madam Speaker, I apologize, but I believe 
my colleague got some of the numbers mixed up. One moment she 
said it was $500 billion and the next moment she said it was $5 
billion. So, I am not quite sure what number she is going to go with. 
The NDP seems to come up with these numbers from thin area. 
However, let me give the appropriate numbers. 


There have been nearly 600,000 jobs created under this 
government's watch since the recession hit. This government is 
committed to ensuring we protect Canadian jobs, ensuring we create 
Canadian jobs. That is why the next phase of Canada's economic 
action plan has been put forward in an effort to move that forward. 


I need to remind this House of what Catherine Swift, president 
and CEO of the Canadian Federation of Independent Business, 
stated when discussing one of the NDP's proposals to double CPP 
premiums in its efforts to protect jobs. Here is what Catherine Swift 
in fact said, “That would mean probably about a 60% to 70% 
increase in premiums from what we understand, and that was very, 
very worrisome. So any tax breaks that were in the NDP platform 
were grossly outmatched but what they were going to ding small 
business on that CPP alone”. 


However, she does not talk about the $10 billion tax hike that is 
going to kill jobs. She does not talk about the fact the NDP wants to 
raise the GST, and on and on. 


I will take another question and address, once again, the great 
efforts by this government as we move forward on this great 
economic action plan venture. 
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Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, it is a matter of arithmetic that the latest budget, budget 
2011, is a net destroyer of jobs. If we actually look at the numbers in 
the budget, on the spending side the Conservatives have measures 
worth $500 million over two years, or only $200 million if we 
exclude the $300 million given to AECL. So, the measures that they 
keep boasting about are $200 million to $500 million. 


Turn a few pages in the budget and we get to the cuts. What are 
the cuts over these same two years? Two billion dollars. They are 
cutting $2 billion and they are adding $200 million to $500 million 
so, obviously, net, they are destroying more jobs than they are 
creating. 


This is wrong-headed at this time. If we look to what the IMF has 
said, if we look to what the chief economist of BMO has said, it is 
not appropriate to destroy jobs at a time when the world economy is 
likely heading back into a recession. 


My question for the parliamentary secretary is, how can she 
possibly justify budget 2011 which destroys far more jobs than it 
creates? 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
the question and I respect the way he is doing his math, but I do not 
agree with it. 
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When doing calculations, one cannot just take little bits and pieces 
from a calculation to force the answer to agree with what one's 
political position is. One has to look at the document and the hiring 
credit for small businesses that would create jobs. Look at what we 
are doing for the manufacturing sector that has, unfortunately, 
suffered. We are the party that is trying to help it by extending its 
accelerated capital cost allowance for two more years. We are also 
increasing funding for the National Research Council's industrial 
research assistance program. This is something we believe will help 
us move forward to create more jobs. 


If one looks at the document that we have put before Parliament, it 
has measures to help seniors, families and businesses. It has 
measures to help every sector to move forward. It is going to protect 
and create jobs. 


We are not immune from other factors outside our borders, but we 
have a plan that would get us through. We are the envy of the world 
and we are going to stick to that plan. 


Mr. Brad Butt (Mississauga—Streetsville, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I thank the parliamentary secretary for a very well thought 
out and explained reaction to this bizarre motion that we are dealing 
with today. I am not quite sure whether NDP economic policy 
reflects Karl Marx or Groucho Marx. 


If we had gone the route that the NDP is suggesting and 
significantly increased debt and spending, would we not very much 
be in the same kind of crisis that we see many European countries in 
today? Would that not be very wrong-headed for Canada? 
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Mrs. Shelly Glover: Madam Speaker, I want to thank my new 
colleague, who has been working very hard on this very issue, and 
he is absolutely right. 


When we look at the global economy and what has happened 
outside of our borders in Europe and the United States, we see that 
they are in a debt crisis. It is exactly what the British Prime Minister, 
David Cameron, had to say in this House last week. They are in a 
debt crisis because they have overspent. They need to create jobs and 
bolster their economies. We are glad to see that today there has been 
an agreement among European nations to move forward with some 
plans to address some of these problems. 


If we were to raise taxes, as suggested by the official opposition, 
the NDP, a $10 billion tax hike on our businesses would be passed 
along by way of job cuts, by way of increased prices for consumers, 
and Canadians would suffer. If we were to raise the GST, the same 
thing would happen. It is not the time to be raising taxes on 
Canadians in this very turbulent economic time. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Denis Blanchette (Louis-Hébert, NDP): Madam Speaker, I 
must come back to the issue of tax cuts for large corporations. I 
wonder if my colleague across the floor could comment on the fact 
that the liquid assets of large corporations seem to be increasing, yet 
investments are stagnating. Does this not illustrate just how 
ineffective tax cuts to large corporations are? 
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Mrs. Shelly Glover: Madam Speaker, I thank the hon. member 
for his question. I do not expect him to take the parliamentary 
secretary's word alone as proof. I would like to read my colleague a 
quote from the Conseil du patronat du Québec on the issue he just 
mentioned: 

We believe that the federal government's budget 2011-2012 is a responsible plan 
that stays on course regarding orientations announced in the previous years.... The 


tax cuts for businesses already planned are not questioned, which should encourage 
private investments in our country, ones that are needed. 


This budget creates an environment that promotes economic development without 
reducing transfers to individuals, businesses or other governments, and without 
raising taxes or tariffs... 


This press release was issued by the council on March 22, 2011. 
The hon. member is from Quebec and he should listen to the Conseil 
du patronat du Québec. : 


[English] 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I 
stand today to speak to the motion put forward by the member for 
Parkdale—High Park. I will be sharing my time with my excellent 
colleague, the member for York West, who also serves as the Liberal 
critic for seniors and pensions. 


[Translation] 


The motion calls on the government to adopt a real plan to 
promote job creation, to take immediate action to fix the crumbling 
infrastructure and to maintain the full public sector contribution to 
the Canadian economy so as to avert another serious recession. 


[English] 


Time and again, we hear the Conservatives bragging about the job 
situation in Canada. It shows how out of touch they are with many 
Canadians. Under the Conservatives, unemployment is actually up. 
In fact, it is harder to find a job today than it was when the 
Conservatives first took office. That is because, under the 
Conservatives, job creation in Canada is simply not keeping up 
with our population growth. 


Today, 1.4 million Canadians are out of work and looking for a 
job. That is 344,000 more unemployed Canadians compared with 
just before the recession. That is 213,000 more unemployed 
Canadians than when the Conservatives first took office. Canada's 
unemployment rate is now 7.3% and that does not include the 
thousands of Canadians who have simply given up looking for work. 
We do not see any real plan from the Conservatives to create jobs. 


Our national employment figures also do not tell the whole story. 
If we go into regions of the country, for instance the Maritimes and 
Ontario and Quebec, we see a very different picture from what we 
see in resource-rich provinces like Saskatchewan and Alberta. 


As an example, let us look at London, Ontario, which is an area 
represented by both Conservative and NDP members of Parliament. 
In London, there are 6,800 fewer net jobs now compared with before 
the recession. There are 10,700 more people out of work and the 
unemployment rate is now 9.3%. That is almost three points higher 
than it was before the recession. Yet, we hear the Conservatives 
telling these unemployed Canadians that everything is fine, when, in 
fact, unemployed Canadians and their families are suffering and 
struggling. 
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In my own economic region of the Annapolis Valley in Nova 
Scotia, the counties of Hants, Kings and Annapolis are represented 
by me as a Liberal member of Parliament and by the member for 
West Nova, a Conservative member of Parliament. This Statistics 
Canada catchment area has 5,500 fewer net jobs today compared 
with before the recession in 2008. There are now 2,200 more people 
who are unemployed and looking for work and the local 
unemployment rate has gone from 5% to almost 9%. In regions 
like these, too many Canadians have lost full-time jobs and have 
seen their full-time jobs, in many cases, replaced by part-time work. 
It is hard to pay bills, put food on the table, take care of a family or 
save for retirement or university or college for their children with 
part-time work and no benefits. 


One way Canadians have tried to make ends meet is to extend 
credit lines. Now the average Canadian family owes more than $1.50 
for every dollar of annual income. People are feeling squeezed and 
that is with interest rates at historic lows. They are scared to death to 
think of what will happen when interest rates inevitably, in time, 
increase. That is a reality faced by too many Canadians. What is 
taking place under the Conservatives’ watch is that this situation is 
getting worse and the Conservatives are become more out of touch 
with reality. 


The Conservatives are putting our economy and the jobs of 
Canadians at even more risk with their new-found ideological 
attachment to austerity measures. The Conservatives are doing this, 
despite the advice they are getting from the experts. 


Dr. Sherry Cooper is the chief economist at BMO Capital 
Markets. Earlier this week, she scolded the Conservative govern- 
ment, when she said that its: 


..misplaced belief that the road to economic prosperity is paved by near-term 
fiscal tightening, as espoused by...[the] Prime Minister...shows we have learned 
nothing from Herbert Hoover’s response to the Great Depression. 


Because of the Conservatives' stubbornness and misguided 
approach, Dr. Cooper writes that we are: 


We are in danger of repeating the deflationary policies that caused the 1929 
stock market crash and the Great Depression. 


Instead, she called for counter-cyclical fiscal policy, while what 
the Conservatives are doing, which I guess is the only thing we can 
call it, is a counter-Keynesian fiscal policy. It is not just that the 
Conservatives are ignoring the advice of the economists. They are 
doing exactly the opposite of what the economists are calling for 
during these tough times. 


I sit with the member of Parliament for Markham—Unionville 
who is a former bank economist with the Royal Bank of Canada. He 
and his colleagues globally agree that it is a mistake right now, 
during a perilous economic time when the demand simply is not 
there to fuel growth, for governments to actually cut spending and 
reduce demand. | 
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It is interesting that in the first three years of office, the 
Conservatives actually increased spending by 18%, three times the 
rate of inflation, and they put Canada into deficit with their massive 
spending increases even before the recession began. During the good 
times, when the market was providing all kinds of growth for the 
Canadian economy, the Conservatives were spending. Now, during 
the tough times, when the market is contracting and investments are 
drying up, the Conservatives are cutting. It makes no sense and there 
is NO economist who agrees with what they are doing. 


The Conservatives spent the cupboard bare during the good times 
and they eliminated the rainy day fund that was set aside by the 
previous Liberal government. They wasted taxpayer money on 
everything from partisan advertising and high-priced consultants, to 
the G8 and G20 billion dollar boondoggle and now, with the 
economy teetering on the edge of a recession, the Conservatives 
finally have discovered austerity. This approach ramping up 
spending in the good times and cutting spending when Canadians 
are out work is wrong-headed. 


As The Economist magazine September 10 edition says: 


The immediate priority should be supporting demand—or at least not doing harm 
to it. ...the main cause of the current high joblessness is the severity of the last 
recession and the weakness of the subsequent recovery. ... But the main culprit is a 
collective, premature shift to fiscal austerity by governments. 


It noted further: 


Some forms of stimulus are better than others at supporting employment. Some 
infrastructure spending, such as building roads and repairing schools. So do tax 
incentives that cut the cost of hiring, particularly for extra new workers.... 


All of that makes sense. I noticed that it did not mention fake lakes 
as an appropriate stimulus investment. 


Here in Canada, the Conservatives have done the opposite of what 
the economists are saying. They are actually putting Canada at risk 
and making the situation we are facing worse. Instead of reducing 
payroll taxes, a known job-killer, last January the Conservatives 
actually increased payroll taxes and they did this at a time of high 
unemployment with 1.5 million Canadians already out of work. 


The Conservative government is ignoring the fact that, with its 
austerity policies, it is making it harder for out-of-work Canadians to 
find a job. The government ignores that increasing payroll taxes and 
increasing the cost of hiring new workers is actually contributing to 
Canada's stubbornly high unemployment rates. 


Now, at a time when the economy is weakening and consumer 
confidence is at its lowest since at the depths of the last recession, the 


Conservatives want to cut public investments and take money out of 


the economy. The Liberal Party believes that with the economy on 
the brink of another recession now is not the time to cut public 
investment and take money out of the economy. 


There is a difference between the Liberal position and the NDP 
position when it comes to expenditure review. We support the 
concept of public expenditure review, particularly in times of 
economic. growth when public expenditure cuts can be conducted 
without hurting the economy or the loss of significant numbers of 
jobs for Canadians. 
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At the cabinet expenditure review committee, part of Paul Martin's 
government, when the member for Markham—Unionville was chair 
of the committee, we identified $11 billion of savings. We did this as 
ministers by examining each line item of public spending throughout 
agencies and departments. Unlike the Conservatives, we did not 
outsource our responsibilities as ministers to high priced consultants 
at $90,000 a day. We took the process seriously. We were totally 
accountable and we did it with the support.of the public service in an 
open and transparent manner. We published a detailed breakdown 
and explanation of the savings on a website for all Canadians to see. 
Again, we did this so that taxpayer money could be reinvested in 
priorities, including health care and infrastructure. We were able to 
sign a deal with the Canadian provinces, the largest single 
investment of federal money into health care in the history of 
Canada, of $41 billion in 2004. 


We differ with the NDP on some other issues, including trade. We 
differ with the NDP in terms of public-private partnerships and the 
capacity to renew infrastructure, but we do agree broadly— 


@ (1125) 


The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. I must call the member to 
order. 


Questions and comments. The hon. member for Parkdale—High 
Park. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I want to probe my colleague's comments about a review 
of public expenditures. I am sure he knows that the New Democrats 
are supporting the ongoing review of public expenditures to ensure — 
that our money is well spent. 


What we find challenging is that the government has suddenly 
picked a figure of $4 billion out of thin air and now it is hiring an 
outside company for $90,000 a day to somehow justify what it 
should be doing on an ongoing basis, which is ensuring that 
Canadians get good value for their tax dollars. 


Would the member agree that this is just part of the responsibility 
of being in government, as opposed to having it contracted out to 
some outside firm? 
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Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, before I answer the 
member's question, I will say that her motion today is quite a 
reasonable one. While we may have some differences with the NDP 
on the use of private capital and expertise in terms of infrastructure 
investments, in terms of trade policy and on several other economic 
issues, this motion is a very centrist and sensible motion, and I thank 
her for that. 


In terms of the NDP position on expenditure review, I can 
remember when we were in government, I can remember serving on 
that committee and I can remember the NDP not being favourable 
toward that expenditure review process at that time. 
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The reality is that there is a responsibility for government on an 
ongoing basis to respect tax dollars, but the challenge we have right 
now with the government's approach to expenditure review when we 
are teetering on the edge of recession is that it can actually push 
Canada over the line into recession with just one more quarter of 
negative growth. 


Mr. Brad Butt (Mississauga—Streetsville, CPC): Madam 
Speaker, I listened carefully to the speech by the member for 
Kings—Hants but I do not think I heard whether the official position 
of the Liberals will be to support this motion or not. 


Maybe the member would take this opportunity to be quite clear 
with the House on whether this is the start of the Liberal-NDP 
coalition on motions in this House or whether the Liberal Party will 
be voting against this motion? 


Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, I would urge someone in the 
House to give the member a new earpiece because his obviously is 
not working. I did say that we will be supporting the motion today. 
For instance, we do believe, as a Liberal Party, that investments in 
infrastructure now would be timely and that modernizing transporta- 
tion and energy infrastructure in Canada makes a lot of sense. 


We would differ, quite possibly, with the NDP in terms of where 
some of that capital would come from. We believe that CPP, AIMCo, 
OMERS, the teachers pension plan and private equity capital can be 
used to invest in public-private partnerships to facilitate that, along 
with public money. 


However, we do support this motion, which is what I said at least 
twice during my remarks. 


Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance bragged about 
the Conservative government taking a million people off the tax 
rolls. 


I noticed that we have a one-quarter million more people 
unemployed. So, I know how some of those people got off the tax 
rolls. 


Does the member for Kings—Hants think that the Conservative 
government is on track to take more people off the tax rolls in this 
way? 

Hon. Scott Brison: Madam Speaker, the member, an exceptional 
new member to this House, I may add, with a strong economic and 
finance background, has raised a good point. 


Many of the Canadians who have been taken off the tax rolls by 
the Conservatives have been taken off the tax rolls because they lost 
their full-time jobs and they are struggling. In fact, unemployment is 
higher than it was three years ago. There are more Canadians looking 
for work and there are more Canadians struggling to make ends 
meet. If that is the way Conservatives want to take people off the tax 
rolls, the Liberal Party certainly does not support that. 


Hon. Judy Sgro (York West, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I am happy 
to join in this important debate. I congratulate New Democrats for 
bringing this important issue forward. There are a variety of things to 
touch on, but overall it is one of the issues that we all care about, 
whether it is pensions, or infrastructure investments, or the economy. 
We will continue to work on behalf of all Canadians to bring these 
kinds of issues forward. 
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Given the urgency and the importance of the subject, I would have 
liked to have seen more time devoted to pensions, an issue that I 
have been involved in for a couple of years now as the pension critic. 
I look forward to finding ways to improve Canadians' retirement 
years. The clock is ticking on this issue, and if the government fails 
to act, which is clearly what we have seen so far, then it may be too 
late to avoid many of the problems that our aging population will 
have to face. 


Pension security, coverage and adequacy are issues that I have 
worked on for a while. Last May in the House, I prompted a take 
note debate on pension security, hoping the government would take 
notice and act on the looming pension crisis. 


Why have I been pushing this? Not only because I am the critic, 
but because Canada is a nation rich with resources and potential and 
our citizens should be able to enjoy a measure of dignity during 
retirement. I have a weekly meeting in my office with seniors who 
are struggling, and it is quite a shock to realize how little they have 
to live on. 


More than 200,000 Canadians over the age of 65 continue to live 
below the poverty line. What that really means is that after a lifetime 
of working to raise their family, paying their taxes, 200,000 
Canadians are being forced to choose between buying groceries or 
paying the rent because their retirement income is simply too low to 
allow them to do both. This covers a lot of people, whether it is a 
woman who chooses to stay at home to raise her children or 
someone caring for an elderly relative. A variety of people have been 
caught in a certain portion. In the last election, the government 
introduced a bit of help, but that only covered a small amount of 
people. People going into retirement are thinking they are going to 
have a blissful life, but they are clearly finding out that living on 
$14,000 a year is a difficult struggle. 


In response, the daily goal that should be set by the present 
government, or any other Government of Canada for that matter, is 
to eliminate of that wrong. 


How do we do that? For a start, we need to get serious about 
pension security, coverage and adequacy before we see more 
situations such as the one which is still threatening 17,000 former 
employees of Nortel. The House spent a lot of time last year talking 
about it. As the opposition, we asked a lot of questions. Many Nortel 
employees continue to struggle. Those 17,000 people worked for a 
lifetime, paid their taxes, put money away for a rainy day, but despite 
all of their efforts, they saw their savings wash away because of 
inadequate legal protections in our system. They were promised 
action, but the government continues to ignore these important 
people and their financial security. Thousands of others in Canada 
could be threatened in the event that a company goes bankrupt and 
they have no pension protection. 
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Historically speaking, prior to the Great Depression, most 
Canadian social services were delivered by a patchwork group of 
religious, volunteer and charitable organizations. The reality is that 
today, in addition to being essential for basic living, many Canadians 
view pensions as defining elements of our national identity. 


In 1927 Liberal prime minister Sir William Lyon Mackenzie King 
approved the old age pension plan. In 1963 Liberal prime minister 
Lester Pearson began working on the Canada pension plan. The 
Conservatives stood firmly in opposition to the idea of retirement 
income security for working Canadians, with the ideology that they 
could take care of themselves. Imagine where we would be today if 
we did not have old age security and, most important, if we did not 
have the Canada pension plan. 
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As I said earlier, the Conservative Party has a long history of 
opposing improvements to it. Conservatives opposed the Liberal old 
pension. They opposed the Liberal idea of the Canada pension plan. 
They opposed helping the former employees of Nortel, including 
pensioners. 


The real sad part of it was that there was a group of Nortel 
employees on long-term disability. We had a bill before the House 
and the Senate that would have helped that small segment of people. 
However, the Conservatives brought in more Conservative senators 
and voted down that bill. It would have helped a small segment of 
people. One of the men who appeared before the committees of the 
House of Commons and the Senate several times died shortly after, a 
sad, desperate man. Today we continue to hear very little about real 
pension reform. 


Where do we go from here? On October 13, 2010, I presented a 
white paper on pension reform and I sent a copy of it to the 
government, because it had a lot of good ideas. I imagine, if the 
Conservatives can distance themselves from the Liberals, they will 
try to implement some of them as long as they can take credit for it. 


I want to see improvements done, and if the Conservatives pick up 
some of those comments in the white paper and move them forward, 
I am happy to congratulate them for doing so. 


However, it is time again to see that kind of national leadership 
shown by Mackenzie King, Pearson and by Mr. Chrétien, who put 
the Canada pension plan back on a stable footing for nearly a 
century. 


Most Canadian seniors are eligible for old age security and most 
former workers can receive Canada pension plan or the Quebec 
pension plan benefits, based on their contributions during the course 
of their careers. Those on the lowest end of the income scale are also 
eligible for the guaranteed income supplement. Alone, these 
mechanisms provide somewhere in the neighbourhood of 30% of 
one's replacement income in retirement. 


In dollars, these plans pay a maximum of about $20,000 annually, 
if we are lucky, but the average payouts continue to be significantly 
less. Current economics suggest that this will not be enough for most 
Canadians, who will need private retirement savings to survive. 


A number of Canadians do have a private pension through their 
employer and take advantage of government tax shelters such as 
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RRSPs or tax-free savings accounts. However, recent events have 
called the security of these private investments into question. I 
believe, as Canadians, as parliamentarians, we can find better 
solutions. 


In the past few years alone we have seen a number of private 
companies become insolvent. Once that occurs, it would seem that 
employee pension plans are inadequately protected under current 
Canadian law. When markets crash, things like Nortel happen. 


Despite repeated calls for action, the government seems willing to 
sit back and allow the market to do as it will with these people. 
Again, the same ideology: let people take care of themselves. 


The undeniable fact is that over the next 20 to 30 years, Canadian 
pension regimes will face a perfect storm of an aging population, 
longer lifespans, dramatically higher levels of personal debt coupled 
with lower disposable incomes and global, economic and market 
instability. Therefore, steps must be taken in the short term if pension 
security, adequacy and coverage are to be attainable in the long term 
for many Canadians. 


In an effort to ensure that Canada's retirement income system is 
prepared for this challenge, I would suggest that adopting a multi- 
pronged, internally coherent strategy that would shore up our system 
would be mindful of several key principles. 


First, we need to underscore the value of a functioning pension 
system, and I strongly feel that the reliable retirement income regime 
is in everyone's best interest. 


Second, we should be rethinking the three pillars of the existing 
pension system. 


Third, we should consider the integration of existing systems. 


Consideration must also be given to those who have traditionally 
fallen through the cracks. In particular, women who statistically 
endure a greater rate of poverty due largely to factors involving 
longevity, employment type and tenure, must receive the attention 
needed to ensure retirement income security, adequacy and coverage 
on par with all Canadians. 


With these principles in mind, my white paper proposes several 
specific recommendations to help ensure Canada's pension and 
retirement savings structures are fortified in a way so as to ensure 
they are prepared for the anticipated storm. 
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Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, I remain somewhat confused by 
the speech of my colleague across the way from the Liberal Party. 
My confusion comes from some statements made by her colleagues, 
which I will quote. 
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While my colleague from Kings—Hants indicated he intended to 
support more stimulus injection, his colleague from Markham— 
Unionville said, “Liberals are not calling on the government to stop 
its deficit reduction efforts, let alone engage in new stimulus 
spending”. I am a little confused about the two positions. However, I 
am also confused because the member for Kings—Hants clearly said 
in the National Post, on May 30, “Canadians remain skeptical of 
Liberals on the issue of economic management”. 


As my colleague from the Liberal Party talks about a white paper 
and some suggestions, her own colleagues are telling Canadians not 
to trust their position on the economy. She may have a white paper, 
but I have a green paper that clearly includes those quotes, which can 
be searched on the website. 


I would like her to answer the following question. Why on earth is 
she saying Canadians should follow her plan if, clearly, her 
colleagues do not believe in anything they— 


@ (1145) 
The Deputy Speaker: The hon. member for York West. 


Hon. Judy Sgro: Madam Speaker, my white paper was a 27-page 
document that was sent to finance, with suggestions on pension 
reform, an area that I believe is of extreme importance, as I indicated 
earlier. If there is no long-term plan so Canadians can have a decent 
retirement, then we are letting them all down. 


As far as our ability to balance cutting the budget and continuing 
to invest in infrastructure, in 1993, when we came into power, there 
was a $42 billion deficit as a result of the Conservative government. 
We made the changes we needed to make and we made the hard 
decisions that were necessary. However, we are in a very unique 
time. There are severe problems around the world. Her government 
said that it would never run a deficit or get into a recession. Both of 
those things, we clearly know now, came true. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, we in the New Democratic Party certainly agree that we 
need to create retirement security for Canadians and we need to 
expand the Canada pension plan, which does not rely on tax dollars 
but on contributions that go directly into the plan by Canadians and 
employers. 


Could the member tell us what her view is on the pooled pension 
plan idea offered by the government? What it would do, in our view, 
is once again throw the savings of seniors into the stock market, 
which makes financial planners wealthy but does nothing to provide 
for the retirement security of Canadians. 


Hon. Judy Sgro: Madam Speaker, the market is good and healthy 
if it has a lot of options, but clearly the option the government has 
put forward is an opportunity for insurance companies and banks to 
make money, which is great as this is free enterprise, but it will not 
help with the real problem. 


Liberals have put forward the idea of a supplementary Canada 
pension plan that would allow people to put away a small amount of 
money. They can put $50 a month into their supplementary plan and 
their employers, if they choose, could add a few extra dollars. 
Homemakers would be able to put a few extra dollars aside to try to 
catch up for the years they were not in the workforce. 
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A supplementary Canada pension plan would be voluntary. It 
would be run by the Canada Pension Plan Investment Board and 
would not require employers to add contributions, though they could 
if they wanted to. Otherwise, it would provide a safe vehicle that 
would be administered with low interest rates, would be well 
managed and the Canada Pension Plan Investment Board indicated it 
could administer a supplementary plan with very little problem. 


Mr. Fin Donnelly (New Westminster—Coquitlam, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I will be splitting my time with the hon. member 
for Nanaimo—Cowichan. 


I rise today, to speak in favour of our party's opposition day motion 
which calls on the government to take swift action with regard to the 
economy. First, I would like to commend the member for Parkdale— 
High Park for all her hard work on this important issue. 


As the Conservatives boast about their economic action plan, 
Canadian families know that times are still tough for them and they 
want the government to take meaningful action that gets them back 
to work. Rather than the billions of dollars in cuts to services and 
departments which the government is proposing, New Democrats 
believe that now is the time to provide targeted incentives for real job 
creators. 


Even the Department of Finance has noted that infrastructure 
investment has more than five times the economic impact than 
corporate tax cuts. Yet, the government continues to follow 
unsustainable and unfair economic policies that have shown to be 
ineffective. 


An excellent example of infrastructure investment which the 
government could do immediately is to work with provinces and 
municipalities to provide badly needed public transit systems. 
Communities across Canada are dealing with major shortfalls in 
transit funding. 


New Westminster, Coquitlam and Port Moody have been waiting 
for the Evergreen Line for over 20 years. It has been:plagued by 
delays since the early 1990s. My community is one of the fastest 
growing regions in British Columbia with a high rate of commuters 
who travel to work. There is a severe lack of public transit. This 
infrastructure project is a necessary component for our long-term 
regional plan. Traffic congestion is a problem for many residents in 
my riding. 


The Evergreen Line is expected to serve 70,000 people a day by 
2021. Canada needs to transition toward a low-carbon future. The 
Evergreen Line is critical for my neighbourhood to meet future 
challenges associated with climate change and rising energy costs. 
The Evergreen Line is projected to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
and other air contaminants from cars by 4.7 million tonnes 
cumulatively by 2020. 
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One of the best things we can do for our economy is to invest in 
infrastructure projects that are needed to service our communities. 
The Evergreen Line would create approximately 9,000 construction 
jobs in my community. These jobs are needed. now. 


I call on the federal government to increase its investment in the 
Evergreen Line. The shortfall in funding falls on local taxpayers who 
are constantly being asked to pay more for vital infrastructure 
programs. It would be an excellent initiative for the federal 
government to increase its contribution to fund the gap and build 
the line. 


The Evergreen Line is an example of why we need to adopt the 
New Democrats' proposed legislation that would create a national 
transit strategy in this country. The International Monetary Fund is 
predicting that unemployment will only continue to rise if swift 
action is not taken. Investing in public transit is an excellent way to 
create jobs and move us forward toward a sustainable future. 


Small business is a major economic driver in Canada and in my 
riding of New Westminster—Coquitlam and Port Moody. In Canada, 
over one million small businesses employ over 50% of the 
workforce. 


The federal government must support small businesses because it 
has become increasingly evident that they are the ones investing in 
domestic job creation. Yet, the government continues to reward large 
corporations with tax cuts, which tend to ship their jobs overseas, 
and does not do enough. for small businesses. 


Canada's New Democrats have called on the federal government 
to reduce the small business tax rate from 11% to 9%. This would 
help create jobs in communities right across the country. We also 
propose that employers who hire new employees get a tax credit. 
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Canada has a real opportunity to build the economy of the future 
by investing in vital green infrastructure. We also need to invest in 
research and technology. 


The government continues to emphasize the expansion of oil and 
gas, while I believe we need to move into the 21st century and invest 
in a transition to cleaner technologies and energy supply. If we do 
not move forward with green energy and technology, I fear Canada 
will be left behind. Other nations are moving in this direction. If we 
want to compete, we must understand that our reliance on 
conventional oil and gas as a major driver of our economy must 
change. 


There are many initiatives the government could pursue to assist 
people with retrofitting homes and buildings. When the eco-energy 
retrofit program was cancelled, I called on the government to 
reinstate it. This program helped thousands of Canadians renovate 
their homes, cut home heating costs and save an estimated three 
tonnes of greenhouse gas emissions per home, or 1.5 million tonnes 
of emissions after four years of retrofitting. 


The eco-energy retrofit program not only created jobs, but helped 
_ working families make needed improvements to their homes. I was 
pleased when the government brought back this excellent program. 
However, I believe it can be expanded and made more accessible to 
Canadians right across the country. We can work with industry and 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1625 


Business of Supply 


commercial enterprises to retrofit their buildings. We can better work 
with homeowners to help insulate their homes and drive down their 
reliance on energy. This would create jobs, would be good for the 
environment, and would help lower energy costs. 


The primary economic problem in Canada is a slow economic 
recovery and a weak job market. The current job market remains 
weaker than before the financial crisis in October 2008. The 
unemployment rate is up to 7.3%. Many of the new jobs of which the 
government speaks are part-time positions. If we actually take into 
account the real unemployment rate, which includes people who 
have dropped out of the labour force and involuntary part-time 
workers, the unemployment rate in July of this year would have been 
11.1%. 


The youth unemployment rate is also alarming. This past summer, 
student unemployment hit 17.2%. This is higher than the previous 
summer and is up from 14% prior to the recession. Students are not 
earning the money they need to attend post-secondary school. They 
are incurring more debt than ever before. 


Our most important investment is our future, and that includes 
ensuring our children have the ability to gain the skills needed from 
good-paying jobs. 


There is another issue I would like to address that is having a 
negative impact in my riding and in the regional area of 
southwestern British Columbia and Vancouver. I am very concerned 
with the proposed changes to Service Canada, including the 
proposed closure of offices across the country and the reduction of 
staff which will have a negative impact with regard to employment 
insurance cases. Given the chronic staff shortage and current hiring 
freeze at employment insurance client services, the proposal to cut 
budgets, close offices and lay off workers is alarming. Levels of 
service are already unacceptable with wait times increasing weekly 
and clients often not able to make contact with an agent. There is a 
large backlog which is reflected in calls that we have received at my 
constituency office. I have been contacted by constituents who 
struggle to buy food and pay the rent. 


This is a horrible situation for people who find themselves out of 
work and have to turn to government for assistance. 


Service Canada, in particular EI, needs increased resources, not 
cuts, to ensure that it continues to be effective and responsive to the 
needs of Canadians especially in these difficult times. 


Canadians want public investment. They want the government to 
take swift action to create jobs. This is critical in order to have 
healthy, sustainable and stable communities. 


I encourage all members of this House to support his motion. 
© (1200) 


Mr. Earl Dreeshen (Red Deer, CPC): Madam Speaker, with 
respect to the NDP motion, I would like to address four particular 
points. 
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With respect to part (a), the government has already taken action 
to promote job creation through the next phase of Canada's 
economic action plan. We will take another step to implement it 
shortly with the next budget bill. 


With respect to part (b), the government is taking action to support 
improved retirement income security through pooled registered 
pension plans. 


With respect to part (c), the government is making record 
investments in infrastructure through our economic action plan and 
phase two, investments that are in the economy right now. 


With respect to part (d), the government is already stimulating the 
economy with temporary stimulus spending. While this is difficult, it 
is necessary in order to support the economy through phase two of 
the economic action plan. 


Will the NDP member support the government measures that 
answer the four concerns indicated in his party's motion? 


Mr. Fin Donnelly: Madam Speaker, it sounds as though the 
member is going to support this motion given the facts that he just 
stated. He seemed to indicate that our motion provides things he 
feels he can support. I absolutely welcome the support of the 
member. I welcome his voting in favour of the motion. We look 
forward to his support. 


The motion calls for increased investment in this country. While 
the government thinks it may be doing some work in this regard, 
obviously we think it needs to go further. 


I have outlined some of the concerns that need to be addressed in 
terms of small business and increased investment in public transit. 
This is where the federal government could play a real role in 
creating jobs, stimulating the economy and going further. 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, in the 
time available, I would ask my colleague to expand on one element 
he raised which was job creation through energy conservation. 


A unit of energy harvested from the existing system through 
demand-side management measures is indistinguishable from one 
produced at a generating station, except for the fact that it creates as 
many as seven times the person years in jobs and it is available and 
online immediately instead of the length of time it takes to create a 
new generating station. 


Would the member not agree that job creation through energy 
conservation is an idea whose time has come, considering seven 
times the person years of employment for every dollar invested? 


Mr. Fin Donnelly: Mr. Speaker, that is a point I absolutely agree 
with and only touched on briefly in my speech. 


That is a definite direction in which the government could be 
headed, if it were to make a serious commitment to job creation and 
our environment. The two can go hand in hand. It is time to move in 
that direction in the 21st century as opposed to the status quo 
direction in which the government seems to be heading, which is 
continued reliance on oil and gas. 


It is clear that Canadians want to see a shift. They want to see a 
change. They want to be put back to work. They also want to see a 
clean environment. The two can go hand in hand. That is the 
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direction in which we must go in order to provide the sustainable 
future all Canadians are looking for. 


We can get a very good return on an investment in a green future, 
a green energy future, whether it is through retrofitting homes, large 
buildings, commercial buildings, or whether it is through moving to 
a sustainable energy supply. It is a good healthy direction in which 
we could go if we were to focus seriously on a clean energy future. 


Ms. Jean Crowder (Nanaimo—Cowichan, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank the member for splitting his time with me and I also 
want to thank the member for Parkdale—High Park for putting 
forward this very good motion and for stimulating the kind of debate 
that it is important for us to have. I want to reference one part of the 
motion which says: 


That...the government should take immediate action to promote job creation and 
address the persistently high unemployment rate among Canadian workers— 


The motion also says: 


—the International Monetary Fund prediction of yet higher unemployment rates 
in the future unless swift action is taken— 


In my 10 minutes, I am going to focus on just two aspects of this. I 
am going to focus on the persistent high rates of poverty in this 
country, and national child care and early learning. 


We know there are a variety of statistics, but one that we really 
need to pay attention to is that the official unemployment numbers in 
Canada are around 1.4 million Canadians and that is closer to two 
million when we include those who are discouraged or unemployed. 
This unemployment rate represents lost wages of more than $20 
billion and that does not include the lost economic stimulus and tax 
revenues. — 


When we talk about these numbers, we hear from the government 
about all the jobs that are created, yet in an article by the Catalyst in 
the summer of 2011, it indicated there are approximately four million 
Canadians living in poverty, many of them despite having a job. It 
poses the question, why? It says there are not enough full-time well 
paying jobs. Nearly one million Canadians are working part-time 
involuntarily. Their jobs are increasingly characterized by instability 
and insecurity, few or no workplace benefits and little or no access to 
government benefits. ) 


We know that when people do not have stable employment, that 
contributes to economic uncertainty in their lives and makes it more 
difficult for them to contribute to the local economy. 


In addition to these persistent rates of involuntary unemployment 
or unstable unemployment, we also have an increasing income gap 
in this country. According to the Conference Board of Canada in a 
news release, it said that: 


Canada had the fourth largest increase in income equality among its peers. 


It went on to say that: 


—high inequality both raises a moral question about fairness and can contribute to 
social tensions. In Canada, the gap between the rich and poor has widened over 
two decades, especially compared to our peer countries. 


There was an article in the National Post on September 21, 
entitled “A Problem for Everyone”. The challenge with this income 
inequality is just not a problem in terms of the poor which is what we 
often think about this, it is a problem for each and every Canadian. 
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In the article it indicated that Canada's top 100 CEOs have seen a 
13% year-over-year jump in average pay, rising to an average of $6 
million. In contrast, the average earnings of employed Canadians has 
fallen to $38,500. Things are better for full-time year-round workers, 
but not by much. Median earnings inched up from $44,100 to 
$45,600 and in inflation-adjusted terms, not over the last year, but 
since 1976, and this translates into a $1,500 increase after 33 years. 
We all know the costs of everything have risen much more than 
$1,500 in the last 33 years. 


In the same article, it translates this into what this actually means 
for Canadians. Since one of our targets is youth, I want to talk about 
what it is like for youths. In this article the author said, “I see it in my 
own life. Back in 1979, it took six weeks working the minimum 
wage full-time to cover my full-time undergraduate tuition in 
Toronto”. 


She went on to say, “Today's typical student in Ontario has to 
work 16 weeks”, that is 10 weeks more, “at the minimum wage to 
cover just the cost of tuition, let alone anything else. Yet most are 
still frozen out of the job market, with 180,000 fewer 15 to 24-year- 
olds employed across Canada than when the debt crisis broke in 
2008”. 


This income equality is not just about CEOs getting way more 
than the rest of us, but it is about the real impact on young people 
and everyone else who is working in the current economy. 


In addition, one of the things we often hear when we are talking 
about raising people out of poverty is the government referring to it 
as spending. In a recent report of the National Council of Welfare, it 
talks about spending on poverty as an investment. 


@ (1205) 


In an article in The Toronto Star on September 28, 2011, it 
indicated it would take: 


—$12.6 billion to give the 3.5 million Canadians living in poverty enough 
incom¢ to live above the poverty line in 2007. And yet Canadians spent at least 
double that amount— 


That would be $24 billion. 


—treating the consequences of poverty that year. 


Clearly, the spending pattern does not make good economic or 
social sense. 


The article goes on to say that to lift people out of poverty what 
we need is a long-term plan and a long-term investment to: 
—lift people out of poverty and prevent others from falling into its grip. 


It goes on to say that this: 


—would benefit all Canadians in reduced costs for health care, education, 
criminal justice, social service and other areas directly affected. 


It would seem that a good start for the government would actually 
be to support Bill C-233, my bill on income inequality, which lays 
out a strategy for national poverty reduction in this country. The 
NDP does have good concrete ideas on how to tackle some of these 
problems. 


I want to switch now, in my brief few minutes left, to talk about 
national childcare and early learning. In the same report from the 
National Council on Welfare, it wanted to give a good concrete 
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example of why investing in national childcare makes good 
economic sense. It is not just about looking after children and 
giving parents options in terms of being able to go back to work. It 
wanted to talk about the economy of it all. It says that provincially, 
Quebec's universal $7-a-day childcare program is credited for cutting 
the poverty rate of single-parent families by 15 percentage points 
between 1997 and 2007. 


We in Canada are fortunate enough to actually have a provincial 
childcare program in place that gives us some real meaningful data 
on what the impact is on the provincial GDP. We actually have a 
study that has been done on this and it was called “The Economic 
Consequences of Quebec's Educational Childcare Policy”. I want to 
just read some of these numbers. 


There are three macroeconomic impacts. Quebec's ECEC program 
has had major macroeconomic consequences on women's labour 
force participation, on gross provincial income and on federal and 
provincial finances. 


First let us talk about the impact on taxes and transfers. Increased 
family incomes generate more tax revenues and lower government 
transfers and credits. All types of tax revenues increase not only 
income and payroll taxes but all levels of government benefit, not 
only at the provincial level. 


For the longer term, the effects will be larger still. These are some 
short-term effects that the article predicted. On net, for every dollar 
spent on ECEC, the provincial government harvests $1.05 and the 
federal government gets 44¢ for nothing. This is because of the 
increased income. People are paying provincial and federal income 
tax, so the government, not investing in a program in Quebec, gets 
44¢ for doing nothing. This persistent effect will probably grow over 
time as pre-ECEC mothers, aged 50-65, are replaced by post-ECEC 
mothers. This implies that the long-term effects on the growth of 
provincial income and government net revenues will also be larger. 


In summary, by 2008, Quebec's ECEC program had increased 
women's employment by 70,000, that is plus-3.8%; had increased 
provincial GDP by $5.2 billion; and was entirely self-financing 
within the provincial budget. 


Clearly, here we have a good solid economic case for investing in 
a national childcare program and an early learning strategy. Other 
data indicate that for every dollar we spend in the ages of zero to six 
we actually save $7 in the long run, whether it is on the justice 
system, on education, on income assistance, or on health care. 


I would call on the government to support the motion put forward 
by the member for Parkdale—High Park and invest in a poverty 
reduction strategy, and national childcare and early learning. 
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Mr. Joe Daniel (Don Valley East, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the NDP 
and the Conservative government clearly disagree on the issues of 
taxes. The NDP supports higher taxes on Canadians while we 
believe that lower taxes should be in place. 


This was demonstrated when our Conservative government 
lowered the GST, twice, from 7% to 6% and then to 5%, providing 
tax relief for all Canadian families. The NDP voted against both 
these GST reductions. In fact, it is proud of it. Here is what the 
current NDP finance critic said, “Cuts to the GST...take us in the 
wrong direction. I am very proud that our caucus stood opposed to 
that—”. 


Is the NDP still proud that it voted against lowering the GST? 
Does the NDP think that the GST reduction is still wrong? 


@ (1215) 


Ms. Jean Crowder: Mr. Speaker, it is interesting that the member 
is putting forward a very simplistic statement. However, I have to 
look at the impact on families and children. 


When I look at the Conference Board of Canada report from 
September 2011, I see that Canada scores a C grade and ranks 13th 
out of 17 countries in terms of child and family poverty. More than 
one in seven Canadian children live in poverty. So when New 
Democrats call for these kinds of policies around corporate taxes, we 
are also calling for an investment in Canadian children and families. 
We are calling for an investment in poverty reduction. We are calling 
for an investment in a national childcare strategy. 


I would encourage the government to take a look at putting some 
of this money toward Canadian children and families. 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
worldwide governments are concerned with making a shift to the 
green economy to stimulate growth, create new jobs, eradicate 
poverty and limit humanity's ecological footprint. It is no longer a 
choice between saving our economy and saving our environment. It 
is a choice between being a producer and a consumer in the old 
economy, and being a leader in the new economy. It is a choice 
between decline and prosperity. 


In 2009 the government missed a real opportunity for a triple win 
with the renewable stimulus for positive impacts on the economy, 
jobs and the environment. 


I wonder if the hon. member thinks that, going forward, the 
government should develop a green economy and job strategy to 
create more jobs. If so, what should it include? 


Ms. Jean Crowder: Mr. Speaker, of course, my colleague from 
New Westminster—Coquitlam in his speech very ably outlined part 
of that approach to a green economy when he talked about 
investment in public infrastructure. 


New Democrats have long called for an investment in the green 
economy. We have laid out a number of measures in terms of 
investment in renewable energy. For example, removing the 
subsidies from oil and gas so that the money could be diverted 
into renewable energy and other green jobs. 
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In my own riding of Nanaimo—Cowichan, we have been calling 
for investment in rail in order to encourage people to get out of their 
cars and into rail to contribute to greenhouse gas reductions. 


I agree, and that is part of what we are aiming for with this motion, 
that it is very important to invest in a green job economy. 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I want 
to follow-up on a question from my Conservative colleague who 
asked about taxation. 


I wonder if my colleague from Nanaimo—Cowichan knows what 
the small business tax is in the socialist paradise of Manitoba. I can 
tell her, as a clue, that it was 11% when the NDP formed 
government. I will help her with the answer: it is now zero. It went 
down from 11% to 10% to 9%, to 8%, to 7%, and so on. 


Would she agree that a tax cut to small business generates jobs, as 
per the socialist paradise of Manitoba with the lowest unemployment 
rate in the country, whereas with a tax cut to corporations, we do not 
really know what happens to the money? 


Ms. Jean Crowder: Mr. Speaker, I thank the member for bringing 
up that fine example of what an NDP government can do. The NDP 
government in Manitoba does get it by supporting small businesses. 


We know small businesses are the job generators. However, with 
some of these big corporations, we have seen them take the money 
and run. They ship our jobs out of the country. We have seen that in 
British Columbia with the raw log exports where our jobs are being 
shipped south. 


I agree with the member, it is a very good suggestion. Let us 
support small business. 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to speak on this motion 
presented by the hon. member for Parkdale—High Park. | 


I can understand the member's concern about the economy and its 
effects on the lives of Canadians. Our government has been clear that 
our priority is job creation. I can assure the member that our 
government remains focused on our low-tax plan to create jobs and 
economic growth. 


However, Canada does not stand alone in the world. We are aware 
that when our closest trading partner, the United States, is 
experiencing considerable slowdown in the pace of GDP growth— 
from 3% in the first six quarters of the recovery to only 0.4% in the 
first quarter of 2011—there can be an effect on Canada. 


It is because of Canada's job creation ability in these fragile 
economic times that we.have had the confidence that our 
government's approach is the right one. In the first eight months 
of 2011, Canada realized employment gains of over 193,000 jobs, 
and close to 600,000 new jobs have been created since July 2009. 
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While Canada's unemployment rate increased by 0.1% in August, 
we are currently experiencing the lowest levels of unemployment 
since January 2009. In many regions of the country, from south 
central Ontario to Quebec City to Saskatoon and Regina, we are 
seeing significantly lower levels of unemployment. We are seeing 
the signs of economic recovery. 


Under the leadership of our Prime Minister, the economic action 
plan helped Canada respond to the global economic recession. Let 
me reflect on some of those programs that helped us respond in these 
fragile economic times. 


Our government is dedicated to improving opportunity for 
Canadians through skills development. Employers increasingly 
require highly skilled workers who are adaptable and willing to 
learn. We recognize that it is more important than ever for young 
people to gain skills and experience to prepare for and succeed in the 
jobs of tomorrow. 


Our youth employment programs are part of the Government of 
Canada strategy to create the best educated, most skilled and most 
flexible workforce in the world. The Government of Canada 
understands that helping young Canadians prepare for the jobs of 
tomorrow is important, especially during these hard economic times. 


That is why in 2011 we permanently increased the budget for 
Canada's summer jobs to $10 million. The additional funding created 
3,500 additional jobs for students this summer across the country, 
thereby strengthening our local economies and communities. 


Under the 2010 budget, our government committed an additional 
$60 million to the skills link and career focus programs within the 
youth employment strategy. Through this additional support, we are 
helping more vulnerable youth, including high school dropouts and 
single parents, gain the skills and experience they need to access the 
labour market. 


In the economic action plan and previous budgets, our govern- 
ment has acted to make post-secondary education and training more 
accessible for Canadians. For example, in budget 2011, it will help 
more students and low- and middle-income families get the skills 
and education to succeed. 


Some of these initiatives include the following: allowing students 
to work more without affecting their student loans, allowing part- 
time students to have higher family incomes without affecting their 
eligibility for a Canada student loan and increasing the eligibility of a 
part-time student to access the Canada student loans program. 


The Canada student loans program is a program I am proud to 
support, and I know first-hand its incredible benefit. Having been a 
recipient of the program myself, I was able to put myself through 
university, go to medical school and eventually become a pediatric 
orthopedic surgeon and help countless students and families! 
children. I know the tangible results of this program. I am proud 
that our Conservative government continues to support it. 


These and other initiatives can be found under canlearn.ca, a great 
resource tool for Canadians, especially for those young Canadians 
who are applying for work and programs and scholarships and who 
need to find information on programs and financial assistance. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1629 


Business of Supply 


Employers in communities across Canada and around the world 
are always looking for workers with the best skills and talent. That is 
why the Government of Canada encourages people to enter the 
trades. 


We created the apprenticeship incentive grant program, which 
helps Canadians pursue their apprenticeship training. This grant is a 
$1,000 taxable cash grant available to registered apprentices upon 
completion of their first or second year of an apprenticeship program 
in a designated Red Seal trade. 


To date over 195,000 apprenticeship incentive grants have been 
issued, and under the economic action plan we have now made 
apprenticeships even more attractive. These grants are a necessary 
component of our job strategy, and they are designed to improve 
accessibility to apprenticeships and to encourage the apprenticeship 
process and programs so that those individuals who want to work 
can find those full-time jobs in their respective trades. 
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We are offering the apprenticeship completion grant introduced in 
Canada's economic action plan to encourage Canadians to complete 
their apprenticeship training and receive certification in a designated 
Red Seal trade. The Red Seal is widely recognized and respected as 
an industry standard of excellence in the trades, and our apprentice- 
ship grants program ensures our apprentices continue their progress 
toward that goal. 


The apprenticeship completion grant is a $2,000 taxable cash 
grant available to apprentices who complete their program and 
receive a journey person certificate on or after January 1, 2009. So 
far we have issued over 44,000 completed grants. Our government is 
committed to supporting hard-working individuals who work toward 
that goal and complete it. 


With each of the apprenticeship grants, an apprentice can receive 
up to a total of $4,000 in grants from both of these programs. While 
the statistics and program descriptions are necessary, the great news 
for Canadians is that there is nothing better than hearing from 
Canadians as they describe the concrete benefits of these programs. 


In my riding of Simcoe—Grey, Tim Young, the owner of Steer 
Enterprises in Glen Huron, is one such individual whose hard work 
and dedication helps him to grow his business by utilizing the 
apprenticeship grants program offered by the Conservative govern- 
ment. Currently he has three apprentices working in his company, 
but over the course of this program he has utilized the apprenticeship 
grant program offered by our government to the tune of up to 50 
apprentices. These apprentices are now all getting their first 
successful jobs so they can move forward. These are real results 
and benefits, and precisely the things we need to be focused on so 
that Canadians can be successful. I encourage any young Canadian 
who is considering the trades to apply for these grants. 


Through our targeted initiative for older workers, our government 
has helped over 16,000 older workers to find new skills and 
employment to help them transition at a vulnerable point in their 
lives. 
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In the first phase of Canada's economic action plan, we provided 
an extra five weeks of employment insurance benefits to 1.1 million 
claimants. We also helped 190,000 long-tenured workers receive 
extended EI benefits and we provided career transition assistance to 
support longer-term training. 


We make work-sharing more flexible. In response to the recent 
economic downturn, our Conservative government temporarily 
extended the maximum duration of work-sharing agreements to 52 
weeks, eased requirements for employers' recovery plans and 
streamlined application processes. More than 298,000 individuals 
have benefited from over 10,800 work-sharing agreements from 
February 2009 to September 2011. 


Our government's work-sharing program is designed to help 
employers facing a temporary downturn in business to avert layoffs, 
and the results are clear: our program is working. Work-sharing 
provides a win-win circumstance for everyone involved, and our 
government is committed to supporting this program. 


Canadians continue to enjoy the dignity that comes with a job. 
Employers are able to address a reduced requirement for labour, and 
at the end of the day people who otherwise would accept 
unemployment insurance benefits are attached to the workforce 
and continue to contribute to Canada's economic growth. 


We extended the targeted initiative for older workers by $50 
million over two years in the 2011 budget. This program is a federal- 
provincial-territorial cost-shared initiative designed to provide 
support to unemployed older workers in communities affected by 
significant downsizing or high unemployment. These programs are 
normally coordinated by community-based organizations and offer a 
combination of approaches that include skills training, work 
experience and assistance to become self-employed. 


Older workers are valuable to our economy. They provide 
experience and skills and stability. They have helped build our 
country over the years and have contributed to our society and our 
economy. We need to ensure that their transition out of the workforce 
and into retirement is a smooth and trouble-free one that they enjoy. 


Our government has also invested $420 million to renew two EI 
pilot programs for one year. These include working while on claim 
pilot projects and the best-14-weeks pilot project. The purpose of an 
EI pilot project is to test, for a definitive period of time, changes to 
the EI program. The goal is to make it more consistent with current 
employment practices and trends in order to improve service to the 
public. 


The working while on claim pilot increases the working while on 
claim threshold to allow individuals to earn greater than $75 or 40% 
of their benefits and tests whether this increased threshold will 
provide a greater incentive for individuals to accept all available 
work while receiving EI benefits. 


The best-14-weeks program calculates EI benefits based on the 
best 14 weeks of earnings over a 52-week period. It tests whether 
this approach encourages claimants to accept all available work prior 
to establishing a claim. 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 29, 2011 


© (1225) 


Furthermore, we enhanced the wage earner protection program. 
We are extending this program to employees who lost their jobs 
when their employers attempted restructuring. It takes into account 
the six-month and the end of bankruptcy or receivership time 
program. This will cost about $4.5 million annually. 


In my role as Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Labour, I 
can speak to the next phase of the economic action plan. We saw a 
$1 million investment over two years to expand the delivery of our 
preventive mediation program. The goal of this program is to help 
employers and unions move from adversarial to collaborative 
relationships. 


Let me conclude by talking about Stephen Cecchin, who 
participated in the skills link program as an apprenticeship builder. 
Previously Stephen worked in seasonal and part-time jobs that did 
not provide him with much of the skills training he needed to 
advance his career. After participating in the Niagara Peninsula 
homes employment project, he was offered an apprenticeship with 
an electrical contractor. That is the break he needed. Now he is 
looking forward to building a better future for himself and his family. 


Our government is working hard on making sure Canadian 
workers and their families can gain the skills and training they 
require to create opportunities for themselves. 


Canadians are not asking government to create makeshift jobs. 
What they want is a government that believes in them and will help 
them with building their future. Canadians are not looking for a 
handout; they are looking for a hand up. 


As we saw in the last election, Canadians overwhelmingly 
supported this government's low-tax plan for jobs and economic 
growth. I would ask members to do what Canadians did and support 
our Prime Minister as he continues to deliver on this important 
priority for Canadians. 
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Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the member opposite has painted a very rosy picture for Canadian 
youth, considering that youth unemployment in Canada is more than 
double the already high unemployment rate for all Canadians and 
considering the terrible tragedy that goes with that for a young 
individual just starting out in life. 
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I would ask the member how she and her government can justify, 
for example, the minister from Muskoka spending $50 million in his 
riding for gazebos and hockey rinks. How can she justify the 
creation of fake lakes in Toronto, procurement costs that cost 
Canadians billions of dollars and the inappropriate use of 
government jets and search and rescue vehicles? How can she 
justify this gross misuse of our scarce tax dollars when so many 
youth are still unemployed and facing an even bleaker future, 
according to the International Monetary Fund and all economists 
today? 


Ms. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, it is important to put these 
numbers into context. Youth unemployment in Canada is 14%, and 
we do need to focus on that, but it is 21% in the EU, 18.1% in the 
US., 23.4% in France and 46.2% in Spain. 


In 2010-11, the youth employment strategy helped 57,000 youth 
get job skills and work experience so that they could be successful in 
entering the labour market. The economic action plan is helping to 
grow and create jobs. That means an opportunity for employment for 
all of our students. 


Under our government, Canadians have benefited from the 
creation of 600,000 net new jobs. Our plan is about creating jobs. 
Those are jobs for Canadian students and youth. Unlike NDP 
members, who want to raise taxes and eliminate jobs, we are creating 
jobs across the country. 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my 
colleague mentioned economic development. I want to ask her if she 
believes in the corporate welfare for corporate serial killers that the 
government continues to give to the asbestos industry when the 
Canadian Medical Association, the Canadian Cancer Society and the 
National Institute of Public Health are all calling for a complete ban 
on asbestos in all of its forms. 


How can the member, as a medical doctor, in all good conscience 
defend and even participate in actively promoting and subsidizing 
the asbestos industry— 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order. I would like to 
remind all hon. members of the matter that is before the House today. 
Their questions and comments ought to be oriented toward that. 


If the hon. parliamentary secretary would like to respond to that 
comment, she has the floor. 


Ms. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, this government has promoted 
the safe and appropriate use of chrysotile products. 


@ (1235) 
Mr. Pat Martin: It's a disgrace. 
Ms. Kellie Leitch: I ask the member opposite to please be polite. 


Mrs. Susan Truppe (Parliamentary Secretary for Status of 
Women, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask my hon. colleague 
what a good measure would be in our economic action plan. 


Ms. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, in the economic action plan and 
the movement forward that we have, in the field that I have looked 
at, there are several initiatives that are supporting the economy. 
Whether it is extending the accelerated capital cost allowance, 
enhancing or extending programs to help businesses keep workers, 
like the work share program, or the hiring credit for small businesses, 
all of these initiatives are essential to growing our economy and 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1631 


Business of Supply 


ensuring our employers can employ more individuals, creating jobs 


in Canada so we can ensure every Canadian has a job. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe (Pierrefonds—Dollard, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, the member opposite said it is important to 
put the numbers we are citing into context, and I fully agree with her. 
The problem is that we can make the context suit the numbers. I 
notice that comparing our situation to any situation that is worse than 
our own is a classic argument that is used quite often by my 
Conservative colleagues. 


What if we were to put the numbers into context by comparing 
ourselves to ourselves and stop turning a blind eye to the things that 
are not going so well? Is my colleague aware that the unemployment 
rate has gone up, that there are more part-time workers and that 
household debt has never been as high as it is right now? 


[English] 


Ms. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, we are focused on creating jobs. 
Since July 2009, this government has put forward a plan, a plan that 
is working and that has created over 600,000 new jobs, any per cent 
of which are full-time jobs. 


We are working toward ensuring more Canadians are employed. 
Whether it is through the new hiring tax credit, the work share 
agreements, extending EI pilot projects to ensure there are relation- 
ships between employers and employees and ensuring employees are 
attached to the labour market, we have a plan and it is working. That 
is very different from the NDP tax hike that would eliminate jobs 
and have more people either with a part-time job or no job at all. 


Mr. Daryl Kramp (Prince Edward—Hastings, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the official opposition seems to continually wish to bite the 
hand that feeds. It seems to be continually railing against our 
corporations and our businesses that make a few dollars here and, of 
course, pay their taxes back, whether they are municipal, provincial 
or federal, and provide the basis for a sound and caring society. 


I can give members two local examples. Kellogg's spent over 
$100 million investing in our riding in the last year and a half, the’ 
first time outside of the United States since 1986. Procter & Gamble 
just came in and spent over $100 million and is planning on 
spending $100 million to create more jobs in our economy. 


Do members suppose that these companies would invest in 
Canada should they not have a reasonable opportunity to get a return 
on their investment? 


Our economic action plan provided for accelerated capital 
writeoffs and provided for a lower tax base. They would not be 
here without that. There are net gains for Canada. Why is the 
opposition opposed to that? 
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Ms. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, the member raises a good point 
about how well we are doing compared to our international 
competitors. 


Canada has the lowest debt to GDP ratio in the entire G7. The 
prestigious magazine, The Economist, has named Canada the best 
place to invest and do business in the next five years. 


We are focused on creating jobs. We have a plan, the plan is 
working and we will continue with that plan. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Claude Patry (Jonquiére—Alma, NDP): Mr. Speaker, my . 


question is for the hon. member. At home in Saguenay—Lac-Saint- 
Jean there have been many job losses and plant closures. What is 
more, our population is aging. Many people are asking us whether 
immigrants are going to come settle in the regions. 


How do the Conservatives treat newcomers, doctors from other 
countries for instance? There is a doctor shortage in Canada. What 
are the Conservatives doing to help foreign doctors integrate into the 
system more quickly and come work in Quebec? What is the 
Conservative position on that? 


@ (1240) 
[English] 


Ms. Kellie Leitch: Mr. Speaker, as I have mentioned a few times 
today in the House, our government is focused on creating jobs. 


There are many organizations in the province of Quebec that do 
support this. I will read what the Montreal Board of Trade said. It 
said, “Budget 2011 also includes some positive measures to increase 
the productivity of Canadian businesses and to better support them 
on international markets. Generally speaking, the budget acts on 
requests made by the board in this area. It contains some of the good 
measures for life sciences and information technologies. Moreover, 
the $100 million over two years for clean energy research and 
development could benefit the ecotech Quebec cluster”. 


The Quebec Employers Council said, “We believe that the federal 
government's budget 2011-2012 is a responsible plan that stays on 
course regarding orientations announced in the previous years. The 
tax cuts for businesses already planned are not questioned, which 
should encourage private investments in our country, ones that are 
needed. This budget creates an environment that promotes economic 
development without reducing transfers to individuals, businesses or 
other governments, and without raising taxes or tariffs”. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to inform you that I will be sharing my time with the 
member for Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel. 


I would first like to thank the member for Parkdale—High Park 
for her excellent motion that summarizes the NDP's positions very 
well and contrasts them with the Conservatives' values and priorities. 
I would also like to remind my Conservative colleagues on the other 
side of the House that Quebeckers gave the NDP a strong mandate to 
represent them over the next four years. They must take this into 
consideration. 


In discussing this motion, members are making many references 
to the uncertain financial and economic situation in Canada in the 
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next few years. A number of financial institutions are concerned 
about the economy. I am referring to the International Monetary 
Fund, for example, which is forecasting that Canada's unemploy- 


: ment rate will rise again this year. Therefore, it is very problematic 


that the Conservatives are telling us that Canada's economy is in 
good shape, that we should not worry, and that we should have faith 
in them. We see that it is not true. 


The International Monetary Fund also indicated that the economy 
would grow much more slowly than forecast. That is another sign 
that greatly worries the NDP. The organization also revised 
downwards its forecasts for Canada's economic growth, now 
estimated at 2.1% for this year and 1.9% for next year. Those 
watching know very well that the cost of living is increasing at a 
higher rate, which suggests that there may be another recession. It is 
very worrisome because we have not yet bounced back from the 
2008 recession. 


That is why the NDP believes that the absolute priority must be to 
not cut stimulus funding, but instead to invest in the Canadian 
economy. This would be carried out in two main ways, although 
there are others, including investing in infrastructure. 


I will speak a little about my region, Saguenay—Lac-Saint-Jean. 
My riding includes nine municipalities. During the spring and 
summer, I met with some of the mayors, and many of them talked to 
me about their tremendous infrastructure needs. My region is not 
particularly urban. It is primarily rural. Many small municipalities 
have limited administrative and financial means. That is why it is 
important for the Conservative government to invest in small 
municipalities across Canada, Quebec and Saguenay—Lac-Saint- 
Jean. It would be very welcome. 


However, I get very worried when I see that the Conservatives 
want to cut stimulus funding. In Canada, infrastructure is very : 
important, and I am concerned. 


Other organizations agree with the NDP's calls for the 
Conservatives to maintain stimulus funding. BMO's chief economist, 
Sherry Cooper, said that this is not the time for the government to 
adopt austerity measures. I completely agree with Dr. Cooper. I 
remember a few years ago Canada was in a good economic position 
and had a surplus. That was the time to reduce our debt, to reduce 
our deficit. Today, we have still not yet recovered from the 2008 
recession. So it is very important to continue to invest in 
infrastructure and worker transition programs, and to invest money 
in targeted sectors where employment can be stimulated. All of these 
measures will strengthen the Canadian economy in the coming years. 


Sherry Cooper added that the misplaced belief that the road to 
economic prosperity is paved with near-term fiscal tightening, as 
espoused by our own Prime Minister and the British Prime Minister, 
shows we have learned nothing from Herbert Hoover's inappropriate 
response to the Great Depression. 
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The NDP is not alone in calling on the government to think again 
about its second phase of Canada's economic action plan. TD 
Economics has also said that any unexpected downward shift in the 
markets could plunge Canada into another recession. 


@ (1245) 


That is worrisome. I can just imagine what Canadians at home 
who lost their jobs during the recession are going through. If they are 
lucky, they found a job that is likely less stable and lower-paid and 
now they see all these economic leaders announcing that they might 
have to relive everything they have gone through in the last few 
years. That is very troubling. I urge the Conservatives to take this 
into consideration and remain flexible in their economic stimulus 
program. 


What is more, Scotiabank has said that “we're faced with the 
distinct possibility that the Canadian economy could be the first to 
stumble”. I do not really understand why the Conservatives tell us 
from time to time that the economic situation in Canada is good, to 
trust them and that they received a strong mandate from the 
Canadian public. Canadians and Quebeckers are not blind. I would 
kindly ask the Conservatives to review their economic action plan 
and to take into consideration not only what we in the NDP are 
saying, but also what Canadian economic leaders are saying about 
this. 


Scotiabank has also published a report saying that the Canadian 
economy could enter a recession even without a further unexpected 
drop in the U.S. economy. We know that the U.S. economy has 
already had many problems with regard to economic recovery, which 
is very slow. Again, according to Scotiabank, even without a decline 
in the U.S. stock market and real estate market, Canada could enter 
into another recession. That worries me greatly. In my region we 
have a high rate of unemployment. Many of the jobs are not secure. I 
am really worried about Canada's economic situation. 


Then there is the Conference Board of Canada. Glen Hodgson 
indicated this week, at a meeting of the Standing Committee on 
Finance, that this is not the right time for the government to cut 
spending. He emphasized the fact that the government should remain 
flexible in its approach. That is what the NDP and I are asking of the 
Conservatives. He also repeated a number of times that tax 
expenditure—in other words, the inefficient tax cuts the Conserva- 
tives are giving to corporations—should be included in the scrutiny 
of government spending. 


The Bank of Canada is very reputable. I encourage the 
Conservatives to. pay attention to what the Bank of Canada is 
saying and what it is doing. The Bank of Canada is also very worried 
about Canada's economic situation. And for that very reason, it 
recently decided not to harm the economy by reducing demand. 
Thus, it kept interest rates low. It is very important for the Canadian 
economy that interest rates remain low to encourage spending and 
exports. 


However, the government really needs to be doing its part by 
investing in the Canadian economy and in infrastructure. Private 
investments are limited right now because private companies are 
worried about the same things that concern the NDP when it comes 
to the Canadian economy. Companies are not yet ready to invest 
their hard-earned money for fear that another recession is coming 


COMMONS DEBATES 


1633 


Business of Supply 


and they will lose money. That is why it is so important that the 
Conservative government set an example and fund infrastructure 
programs. 


I want to share some key numbers. I know how much the 
government likes numbers. I will tell it like it is; I will read out the 
real numbers. 


The number of officially unemployed Canadians is still 1.4 mil- 
lion. If we include those who are discouraged or underemployed, 
that number is closer to 2 million. So, 2 million people in Canada are 
out of work. That is very worrying.That is the reason the NDP wants 
so much to stimulate the economy. We want the government to 
invest in small business. We spoke about that last spring. It is 
important for us that the government cut the small business tax rate 
by 2%. Small businesses in Canada create more than half of all new 
jobs. By investing in this sector rather than in large corporations, 
Canada will be able to create jobs, sustainable jobs. It will solve the 
problem of the Canadian economic crisis and instability. 


@ (1250) 
[English] 


Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I have a question for the hon. member opposite. He has 
spoken at some length about the fragility of the economy and of his 
concerns. 


Yesterday the European Commission proposed, for the 27 
European Union countries, a new financial transaction tax. This is 
an extra tax for every citizen in the European community. It would 
be imposed on every banking transaction and every financial 
transaction. That means, when a citizen would go to an ATM, a 
transaction fee would be imposed. 


This is an idea that the NDP has traditionally supported. It impacts 
every individual in the country. Indeed, the NDP industry critic and 
deputy national caucus chair, the member for Burnaby—New 
Westminster, has previously introduced a bill specifically for a 
financial transaction tax in Canada. 


Given the context of the commentary of the member opposite, 
why does the NDP support a financial transaction tax? Does the hon. 
member think it is a good idea? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin: Mr. Speaker, the Conservative member's 
question leaves me a little perplexed because, to my knowledge, this 
is not Europe. Unlike the Conservatives, who refused our request, 
we in the NDP want to reduce the tax rate for small business. We do 
not want to raise taxes; we want to lower them for small businesses. 
Instead of 11% for small businesses, we would like to reduce that by 
2 percentage points to 9%. This 2% difference would give small 
businesses the flexibility they need to hire new employees. This 
would do a world of good, especially in small towns. Anyone who is 
just starting up a small business does not want a high tax rate. The 
first five years are already difficult enough. 
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In short, this is not Europe and the NDP wants to lower taxes for 
Canadians who own small businesses. 

[English] 

Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in 
2009 the government invested $3 billion in green stimulus spending. 
Germany invested $14 billion, the United States invested $112 
billion and China invested $221 billion in green infrastructure and in 
the process created thousands of new green jobs. 


The government should accept intergenerational responsibility 
and develop a national sustainable energy strategy to position 
Canada to succeed in the global economy, to continue to build the 
country and to create a significant number of jobs. 


Could the hon. member comment on how national targets for the 
development of low-impact renewable energy could achieve 
economic jobs and sustainability goals? 


@ (1255) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin: Mr. Speaker, I thank the hon. Liberal member 
for this excellent question. 


For many years now, the NDP has been focusing on a green 
economy. Personally, I truly believe that we need to focus on the 
green economy for Canada's economic future, and there are several 
ways we can do so, unlike the Conservatives who are stubbornly 
clinging to the world of the 20th century and continuing to 
encourage the use of oil and gas. 


We need to support green energy in every way we can. Quebec 
strongly supports hydroelectricity, a renewable energy source. These 
positive measures will ensure the sustainability of Canada's 
economic and energy future. I agree that we need to invest in the 
green economy. I simply do not understand why the Conservatives 
do not realize that if they want Canadians to get ahead of other 
nations, the government needs to invest in green energy sources like 
wind, geothermal and hydroelectric power. I think it is very 
important for Canada to invest in green energy every way it can. 
[English| 

Ms. Myléne Freeman (Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is an honour for me to rise in the House in 
support of the NDP put forward by my hon. colleague from Parkdale 
—High Park in order to address a matter that is foremost in my 
thoughts and is a pressing concern for the people of Argenteuil— 
Papineau—Mirabel. 


In particular, the motion states that the government should: 


—take immediate action to promote job creation and address the persistently high 

unemployment rate among Canadian workers...take immediate action to ensure all 

Canadians can rely on a stable and guaranteed pension as they plan their 
: retirement in a period of record household debt and declining stock markets... 


These are major concerns in my community. I represent a large, 
beautiful, rural riding where, sadly, too many members of my 
community are un-waged or under-waged. Many people living in my 
community who are in poverty are over retirement age. 


Low-income women always outnumber low-income men in 
Canada. Two out of every three poor adults are women, yet women 
do two-thirds of the world's work, receive 10% of the world's income 
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and own 1% of the means of production. This disparity is most 
egregious when we look at aging populations. According to the 
Conference Board of Canada, under the Conservative government, 
between 2006 and 2009, Canada saw an increase of 128,000 elderly 
people living in poverty. Among them, 70% were women. 


The reality of senior women living in poverty is not an incidental 
or marginal issue. It is a major concern. Indeed, it is a crisis. This 
crisis will only increase as the baby boomer generation in Canada 
moves closer and closer to retirement. These are the people who will 
suffer the most if we do not invest in our economy. 


There are upstream causes to older women living in poverty. In 
Canada almost half of all poor families are supported by a single 
woman whose average income is about 30% below the poverty line. 
There is no one reason why women are so much poorer than men, 
rather there are many and they are all systematic. Data from 12 
industrialized nations found that formally employed women worked 
about 20% longer hours than men, yet women comprise the majority 
of the poorest in these countries. Most women are still responsible 
for the unpaid work of child rearing and taking care of sick people 
and elderly people. Poor women who are fortunate to have jobs are 
therefore stuck in low-paid part-time work because they must split 
their time between work and caring for their family. 


The government must take action to promote job creation, good 
jobs, immediately in order to support these families. According to 
the publication entitled, “The Dollars and Sense of Solving Poverty”, 
released yesterday by National Council of Welfare, an independent 
body established to advise the federal government, there is a 
correlation between poverty and the lack of investing. The report 
shows that investing to reduce poverty actually benefits the entirety 
of our society. In fact, it would save Canada billions of dollars. 


I would particularly like to point out that the report finds that child 
and senior benefits provide secure, non-stigmatizing incomes 
broadly in society and that these have benefits well beyond 
individual recipients because the improved well-being of today's 
seniors enables them to remain active in our communities. 


Too many of the jobs created by the government are under-waged 
and part-time. It is a weak job market. That unemployment is at 
7.3%, that full-time permanent family-supporting jobs remain 
extremely difficult to find and that ongoing uncertainty regarding 
Canadian retirement savings plans are factors that are increasingly : 
threatening our economy. This is why New Democrats are proposing 
strategic investments to promote economic growth. 
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We need to take immediate action to ensure that all Canadians, 
especially those who are most vulnerable like those I have 
mentioned, women, elderly people, especially elderly women, and 
children, are taken care of and not left behind by a threatening 
recession. We need to ensure that all Canadians, especially these 
people, are protected in hard economic times. 


_ This is why I urge all members of the House to support the 
motion. It is rather simple why we should support it. It is a 
reasonable way to help families in Canada. 


© (1300) 


Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like ask my hon. colleague opposite a question. 


She talked about hard-working Canadian families, yet the NDP 
wants taxes to go up. As I said to my other colleague, the NDP wants 
transaction fees to go up. Financial transaction fees are things that 
impact hard-working families that can ill afford to pay them. 


The NDP is on the record supporting these tax increases. This 
does not make sense to me if those members are truly worried about 
hard-working families. Would the hon. member please explain? 


Ms. Mylène Freeman: Mr. Speaker, I will repeat something and I 
hope my colleague can deduce how the economy works from it. 
According to the National Council of Welfare, investing would save 
Canada billions of dollars. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague for her very passionate intervention about the 
growing inequality and those who really need the benefits of 
government spending. 


The members opposite are erroneously saying that we want to 
increase taxes. That is absolutely not the case. 


Given that the majority of Canadians did not support the 
government or its direction, would she comment on the growing 
inequality in Canadian society? Would she comment on how what 
we are calling for, strategic investments in physical and social 
infrastructure, can help decrease that growing economic inequality 
gap? 

Ms. Mylène Freeman: Mr. Speaker, my colleague from Parkdale 
—High Park is doing great work. 


Investing in Canada and strengthening our economy are important 
especially in these hard times. She is right that investing in social and 
physical infrastructure will help support all families. 


The government is leaving behind the poorest of the poor. It is 
increasing the inequality in our country. It has forgotten too many 
families. The government needs to remember that this House 
represents all Canadians. 
© (1305) 

Mr. Ted Hsu (Kingston and the Islands, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
congratulate the NDP on a fine motion today. I would like to go 
beyond that a bit and address an answer to a question that was posed 
to the member for Parkdale—High Park. I was not quite happy with 
that answer. 


The member for Parkdale—High Park was correct in making the 
connection between the behaviour of the Conservative government 
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and the behaviour of Herbert Hoover leading into the Great 
Depression. 


Another thing that happened in the Great Depression was that 
there was trade friction between Canada and the United States. 
Countries put up trade tariffs. 


I am wondering if my hon. colleague would care to comment 
about the buy American policies that the U.S. job stimulus proposal 
has and the position of the Ontario provincial NDP which now has a 
buy Ontario policy. Perhaps she could comment on the danger of a 
tit-for-tat trade war, just as there was in the Great Depression. 


Ms. Mylène Freeman: Mr. Speaker, there are a few parts to that 
question. 


In answer to the first part,. the member is exactly right that the 
government has not learned from the mistakes of the past. The 
second part referred to the Ontario election, on which I will not 
comment. However, we absolutely need to learn from the mistakes 
of the past and invest while we still can before the recession takes 
hold in order to save the most vulnerable people in our society and 
save our economy. ‘ 


Mr. Mike Wallace (Burlington, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to speak to the opposition motion. It is always a pleasure to 
speak in the House of Commons. It is one of the honours of being 
elected as a member of Parliament. Something we all hold dear to 
our hearts is the opportunity to express how we feel about issues. 


Today is an opposition day. For those who do not know how it 
works, a certain number of days are allocated to the opposition 
parties and they are able to bring forward motions on topics which 
they think are important regarding what the government is or is not 
doing. We are debating an opposition motion today. 


I am interested that the NDP brought forward a motion regarding 
the economy. I have been in the House for five years now and it is 
hard to remember when the NDP wanted to talk about economics in 
the House of Commons. The mover of the motion, the member for 
Parkdale—High Park, has been in the House for some time and I do 
not recall her mentioning economics, but she is now which, from our 
perspective, is thee right thing to be doing. 


We have been talking about jobs, economic development and 
making sure that this country is able to withstand the economic 
turbulence that has affected not just Canada and the United States 
but countries all over the world. We see the very drastic changes that 
are happening in Europe. People have come to the conclusion that 
this is the priority. It has been the priority of this government for 
many years. 


We have dealt with the economic shocks that have affected 
Canada over the last number of years. We brought forward a plan to 
maintain and increase jobs in Canada. That economic development 
and support has been helping Canadian families survive the very 
difficult recession over the last number of years. 
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I need to point out that before the recession, it was this 
government that took action on the debt. I should remind everybody 
what debt is. Debt is an obligation to future generations. It is money 
we have borrowed as a country which needs to be paid back. We 
cannot just not pay it back. We see the situation in Greece where 
debt issues are so extreme Greece is at risk of not being able to pay 
its debt. We cannot ignore debt. We cannot say it is someone else's 
problem or that we will deal with it on another day, in another 
Parliament, in another decade. We need to deal with it now. 


We like to deal with facts. Our government paid down $38 billion 
of debt before the recession hit. This put our country in a much better 
position to deal with the issues facing our economy during the 
recession. It was a prudent way of positioning ourselves. We are a 
leader in the G7 in terms of being ready to put in place the difficult 
processes that are needed for us to handle any downturn in the 
economy. When there was a downturn in the economy and the 
recession hit, we had to put a plan together to make sure that we 
created jobs and continued economic growth here in Canada. 


That is why we created Canada's economic action plan. It was not 
an overnight plan. It was not something we did one day and then 
forgot about it. It is taking a number of years to implement that plan 
to ensure growth, jobs and family security. It is not something we 
had for just a day, a month or a very short period of time. It is 
something we can build on as a country. We are doing better than our 
G7 partners coming out of the recession. All of the significant 
economic players around the world are congratulating Canada on its 
role. The economic action plan has played a significant role in the 
survival of our economy and the progress of our economy in Canada. 


@ (1310) 


That plan is still in action. We will be seeing part two of our 
economic action plan, another year of it. We passed a budget in this 
new Parliament. As we do every year, budget implementation 
requires two segments. We did one in June which implemented some 
parts of the budget. Next week there will be another budget 
implementation bill to implement the rest of the budget. There were 
so many good things in the budget passed in the spring we had to 
break it into two parts to make sure the proper legislation was in 
place to make. That will happen next week. 


If the NDP and our Liberal friends are really serious about 
economic development, job creation and moving the economy 
forward, they will support the budget implementation bill next week 
to implement the second part of the budget. On May 2 voters 
certainly supported it by sending us back to the House of Commons 
with a majority government. They want us to implement it. 
Canadians asked us to make sure that we implemented our 
commitments on the economic action plan. We intend to do that. 
Based on today's motion I cannot see why the opposition parties 
would be opposed to implementing the second phase of our 
economic action plan. 


In the past the NDP members have voted against many of our 
measures, maybe all of our measures. I cannot think of one measure 
they supported. I do not have a perfect memory, but I cannot 
remember any of the economic policies or legislation that we put 
forward to improve our economy being supported by the NDP. I am 
glad to see that today the NDP members are making the economy a 
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priority in the first opposition day motion of this session. I am 
hopeful they will move away from their past non-support of these 
policies so we can continue to create jobs and come out of the 
recession in the best position of any industrialized country in the 
world. That is what the economic action plan will do. That is what it 
delivered in the past, and it is what it will do, if we are able to 
continue with the second phase, which we plan to do. 


Fortunately in the election on May 2 the Conservative government 
was returned with a majority, so we will be able to continue with that 
plan. Some people may say that it is not good enough. Opposition 
members have voted against everything we have been attempting to 
do. I do not know why it would not be good enough. There is always 
more to be done. However, we have created 600,000 new jobs and 
80% of them are full-time jobs. The economic action plan is working 
and is moving this country forward. I am hoping there will be 
support for that next week when our budget implementation bill 
comes forward. 


I want to talk about what the economic action plan has meant for 
Burlington, the riding I represent. It is an urban riding just outside of 
Toronto on the west side. It has a fairly diverse economy. There is 
not one big employer. The largest employer in Burlington has about 
1,000 employees. The rest are small- and medium-size businesses 
and enterprises, entrepreneurs who are making a difference, creating 
jobs, investing in our economy, investing in our youth, making sure 
that the quality of life in Burlington is progressing. 


Our role through the economic action plan is to make sure that 
economic development continues and that we support it, not through 
higher taxes as the opposition members are advocating today, and 
not from a bunch of bureaucratic processes that would slow things 
down. We made a commitment in the economic action plan to 
deliver on infrastructure for communities that were willing to move 
projects forward, to be able to spend some money and leverage that 
to create jobs in our communities. I will provide some examples of 
the success we have experienced this past week. 
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I was at an opening for the donors of a new performing arts centre 
in the city of Burlington. It did not have one before. Prior to being 
elected to the House of Commons, I was a city councillor and had 
been working on establishing a performing arts centre in Burlington 
since 1999. That new performing arts centre is about to open because 
the members of the community came together. We looked at what 
was required in terms of this infrastructure project and through the 
use of the economic action plan we developed and will soon open 
the $36 million facility. We are proud of that accomplishment. 
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I am not a member of the transportation committee but filled in for 
one of its members at a meeting yesterday. Being from the GTA, I 
have an interest in public transit, which was the subject the 
committee was studying. There was an indication that $4 billion had 
been invested into new transit through the provisions contained 
within the economic action plan. Some of that money had been 
designated for Burlington. We have a new transit centre there. 


We have participated with our partners, the Ontario government as 
well as municipalities like the City of Toronto, in the GO train 
investments that were made. Those are ones I am familiar with. 


We are making long-term investments through the economic 
action plan. That has created jobs. It has also left a legacy of 
infrastructure that will service the cities and communities I am 
familiar with for many years to come. That infrastructure will allow 
people to transport themselves to and from work. It will make 
businesses more productive by allowing them to transport their 
goods and services more efficiently. By providing people with 
alternative forms of transportation, it will reduce the amount of 
vehicles on the road, which in turn will be better for the 
environment. 


I am proud of the economic action plan that was put together by 
our Minister of Finance and our Prime Minister, which members 
have supported in the House. It will enable job creation not just in 
theory or in study but through the provisions it has put in place. In 
conjunction with our municipal and provincial partners, we have 
used those provisions to make investments to react quickly to issues. 


Of course making those investments will affect the deficit. 
However, there was an agreement made with our G7 economic 
partners that a certain percentage of our GDP would be. used as 
investments to help stimulate the economy. Based on what I have 
heard and have read regarding other countries, Canada has been the 
most successful in terms of leveraging that investment into jobs, 
economic growth and the stability we have needed throughout this 
recession. We managed to do that without increasing taxes. 


I will now speak to the measures we have put in place to ensure 
people have money in their pockets rather than having to rely 
completely on our government for economic growth. 


Part (d) of the motion would have members believe that 
government is the only engine capable of driving economic growth. 
However, we on this side of the House do not agree with that 
position. 


We believe the private sector, whether businesses or individuals, is 
a real partner in our economic growth. Tax savings for a typical 
family are now just over $3,000. Those savings include taxes such as 
the GST, which in some provinces is the HST. We have lowered the 
GST from 7% to 5%. 


We have introduced the employment tax credit to help employers 
and ensure people have jobs. We have introduced others such as the 
working income tax benefit and the child care tax credit. We have 
been actively ensuring that Canadians have opportunity. 
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One program devised by the Minister of Finance and the Prime 
Minister that I am thankful for is the tax free savings account, TFSA. 
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It has made a significant difference in my riding. People remind me 
daily of the importance of this new savings tool which did not exist 
before we took office. For many years not much had changed to give 
Canadians an opportunity to save money. As is the case with taxed 
money, this money would not be further taxed in future. Canadians 
can invest it and use it for their own growth. The expenditures 
coming from these tax free savings accounts will bode well for our 
economy in the future. It also bodes well for those who are trying to 
save now. 


We are encouraging people to save money. There has been much 
discussion in the media as well as in the House regarding personal 
debt levels. The Conservative government has devised a piece of 
legislation that will change the financial system in this country. As 
well, it is helpful with respect to promoting personal savings. 


Since we have taken office, tax freedom day comes two weeks 
earlier than it did when the Liberal government was in office. 


Our economic action plan is taking this country in the right 
direction. It is the right mix of legislation in terms of its ability to 
stimulate the economy as well as to help people invest in their own 
enterprises or their communities. We have been taking the 
appropriate approach. Canada has been recognized for that by many 
nations and many economic organizations around the world. 
However, there is no doubt that we still have more to do. 


What led us here in the first place is that we are proper stewards of 
the public coffers. We understood that debt was an issue and we 
needed to get our minds around that first. We must continue with the 
process we have in place. We have not completed the economic 
action plan process. It needs to continue. We are coming forth with 
legislation to do that. 


We must return to our principles and values of ensuring that our 
debt is manageable. To ensure we have balanced books, we must 
reduce our debt as soon as possible. 


There is no doubt we must keep an eye on the issues happening in 
Europe. The Minister of Finance, the governor of the Bank of 
Canada, and the Prime Minister have spoken to Canadians about 
that. We must ensure that stabilizes because what happens in Europe 
will affect us in the end. It is hard to believe that what happens in 
Greece will affect people in Burlington, Ontario. If the European 
countries are unable to resolve their debt issues or pay their bills, 
Canadian companies will lose customers. We are a trading country. 
We need those customers to ensure a stable, progressive economy 
that will produce sales for our people, whether they be in Burlington 
or elsewhere across the country. I wish those European countries 
well. 


I hope all members of the House will support the continuation of 
the economic action plan through to its fruition. 
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[Translation] 


Mr. Denis Blanchette (Louis-Hébert, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the hon. member for his speech. 


I am pleased that he recognizes the importance of investing in 
infrastructure but I would like him to stay with me a bit longer if he 
would. . 


One of the areas in which Canada is very weak is in investing in 
research and development and, finally, in innovation, the biggest 
driver of economic growth. We are currently investing little or 
nothing in these areas, despite the huge amount of cash that is 
currently flowing in these markets. 


What does the hon. member think about our weakness in the area 
of innovation? 


[English] 


Mr. Mike Wallace: Mr. Speaker, the member sits on the 
government operations committee with me and I have enjoyed our 
short time there. 


I like to deal with facts in the House. If we look at the facts, this 
government has actually invested more in science and technology 
and innovation than any other Canadian government in history. I 
cannot hold my colleague across the way responsible for voting 
against it because he was not here. However, he is here now. 
Therefore, I expect the member and the NDP, the opposition party, to 
support the money we are investing in science and technology and 
innovation. 


I have listened to the questions today as they relate to this 
question. They talk about the many billions of dollars that are in the 
pockets of corporate Canada that have not been invested and that 
they are sitting on large cash reserves. Adding taxes to the corporate 
sector will not get that sector to invest one single cent in the 
economy. It would take money away from those who create jobs, the 
entrepreneurs who understand supply and demand, and would give it 
to government, which I am not sure is the greatest steward of tax 
dollars. We want to ensure that taxes are reduced so that the 
entrepreneurs and families who control their own pocketbooks can 
make those decisions. 


Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, the problem with the speakers on the government side is 
that they talk as though nothing has happened since the budget was 
first presented in February. Even if one assumes the budget in 
February was perfect for the conditions of the day, and I do not make 
that assumption, the fact is the world economy has worsened 
dramatically in the last six months. What may have been appropriate 
in February, some six to eight months ago, is no longer appropriate 
today given the weakening of the world economy. This is exactly 
what the IMF has said, what Sherry Cooper has said and what the 
economists have said. 


Why do those members behave and speak as though the world is 
still tranquil and great when indeed it is not? 


As well, I may have missed it, but is the government for or against 
this motion? 
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Mr. Mike Wallace: Mr. Speaker, I sit on the government 
operations committee with the member for Markham—Unionville. I 
was on the finance committee with him in the last Parliament. 
However, I have trouble with his credibility in asking that question. 


I distinctly recall when we previously brought forward the 
economic action plan and it was obvious that there would be some 
spending that would put us in a deficit position the Liberals were 
completely opposed. As we were entering the recession, we 
understood that we needed to act fast and we did. We brought forth 
the economic action plan. Then the member and his colleagues were 
completely opposed. However, six or seven months later they feel 
we are not spending enough. Then they complained that not enough 
was being spent in their ridings. 


Those members are all over the map. They have no economic plan 
as a party. They do not have a leader or an economic plan. They have 
no credibility on the issue. 


[ Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I would first like to clarify the NDP's position on taxes. 
First, the NDP is not in favour of raising taxes for large corporations. 
It simply wants the Conservatives to give big businesses fewer tax 
breaks since there is no reason for them. Taxes, which are a 
progressive system for the equitable redistribution of wealth to all 
classes of society, are very positive since they make it possible to 
provide public services to all classes of society in a very fair manner. 


Second, as if government policies were not discriminatory 
enough, tax policies have created even more unequal societies in 
the G8 countries. Approximately one-third of Canada's economic 
growth in terms of revenue benefited the richest 1% of the 
population. In this regard, the Conference Board of Canada has 
said repeatedly that tax expenditures, including the ineffective tax 
breaks the government grants to large corporations, should— 


[English| 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): Order, please. I 
would encourage all hon. members to pay some attention to the 
Chair.. We give guidance, in terms of time, including the hon. 
member for Burlington. 


Mr. Mike Wallace: Thank you for that lesson, Mr. Speaker. I will 
have to do a better job of paying attention to you, which I always do, 
of course. 


When we put through our economic action plan, which contained 
corporate tax reductions, businesses made investment decisions and 
plans around those tax reductions being in place because they had 
been passed by the House of Commons. 


The NDP wants to remove those tax reductions and change the 
plan. That would be a tax increase for which companies and the 
industries would need to readjust all their investment planning based 
on paying higher taxes to the Government of Canada. 
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Mr. Colin Carrie (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Health, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague from Burlington 
for one of the best speeches I have heard here all day and for all his 
good work on the finance committee to help the government come 
forward, with the Minister of Finance, with a nice balanced approach 
out of this world economic recession. 


However, I have been listening to the NDP speeches today and it 
seems that many of the members feel that the only way to create jobs 
is by increasing government spending and increasing taxes. 


I know my colleague lived in Ontario during those horrible years 
when the NDP was in government and the current leader of the 
Liberal Party was actually the premier, where he thought that he 
could spend his way out of a recession. We saw the devastating 
effects of that for our kids in the future. 


The member said that he was not quite sure, but I would remind 
him that the NDP actually voted against all our stimulus packages 
for infrastructure, lowering taxes for small business, lowering taxes 
for corporations, and actually voted against help for the automotive 
industry in Oshawa, where I come from, which is very important for 
those high-level manufacturing jobs. 


What does the member think would happen to our recovery if the 
government actually adopted the high tax, high spend policies that 
we have seen in the socialist countries of Greece, Portugal and 
Spain? What does he think would happen to our recovery here if the 
government actually adopted those radical policies of the NDP? 
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Mr. Mike Wallace: Mr. Speaker, obviously, it would be 
devastating to our economy and to the approach that we have been 
taking. 


We think we have been doing the right thing with our economic 
action plan. We have made strategic investments that create jobs, not 
jobs just for today but long-term jobs, and we are creating 
infrastructure that will support the economic growth of our 
communities in the long term, not just in the short term. 


I will make one last point. The member made a great point when 
he said that Ontario went through a very terrible time when the NDP 
were in place. In fact, the NDP leader in Ontario listed all the NDP 
leaders in the provinces and left out the NDP government in Ontario. 
That is how bad it is. Its own people do not even like what it did. 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan (Scarborough—Rouge River, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I will be sharing my time with my hon. colleague, the 
member for Dartmouth—Cole Harbour. 


I am pleased to join with my colleagues today in the House in 
support of the motion. 


The government does a very good job of blowing. smoke in 
mirrors. It totes around this notion that Canada's economy is not 
suffering and that we are not still experiencing the effects of the 
economic downturn, meanwhile ignoring the reality facing many 
Canadians and their families. 


Many families in my constituency with whom I am speaking are 
still having trouble making ends meet. Not only that, but in order to 
make ends meet, many Canadians are forced to take on two, three or 
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four part-time jobs. Why is this, one might ask? It is because far too 
many household supporting jobs have been lost and have 
disappeared. Canadians are being forced to turn to any form of 
employment that they can secure. These are usually more precarious 
forms of employment. I know that many of the constituents of 
Scarborough—Rouge River are burning the candle at both ends. 


The current Canadian job market remains weaker than it was 
before the crisis in October 2008. Unemployment has risen to 7.3%. 
The proportion of part-time workers and involuntary part-time 
workers has also risen rapidly. Full-time, permanent, family 
supporting jobs remain very difficult to find in many areas across 
the country. The real unemployment rate, which, of course, includes 
labour force dropouts and involuntary part-time workers, was at 
11.1% in July of this year, up from 9.4% in July 2008. 


How the government can sit on that side of the House and argue 
that our economy is recovering fine and that Canadians are doing 
well is absolutely beyond me. 


What is more is that this bleak job market and lack of real 
opportunity is even worse for Canada's youth. An article that was 
published in the Globe and Mail earlier this week outlined details 
from a recent study on Canada's problem with unemployed and 
under-employed university graduates. These are our best and 
brightest and yet, this week, when I asked a question in the House 
about this exact topic, the members opposite did not stand and talk 
about what they were doing to actually create more jobs and give 
more opportunity to the most educated in our country. Instead, they 
stood and spoke about tax credits. 


What good is a tax credit if people cannot make enough money to 
pay any income taxes? This, unfortunately, is the bleak situation 
facing many of our youth today. They do not have jobs that pay 
enough for them to pay income taxes. What kind of life is that? 


In my riding of Scarborough—Rouge River, the number one 
issue that I hear at the doorstep of my constituents is jobs, jobs for 
our youth, jobs for our elderly, jobs. The riding of Scarborough— 
Rouge River does not have very much to offer in the way of jobs. 
Unfortunately, the reality for many of my constituents is that they 
must travel into the downtown core of Toronto for work. From our 
area, that is a minimum of about a two hour commute each way, 
which is a four hour commute in a day for many of my constituents. 
I used to do that myself. This means that people are spending four 
hours a day on public transport, which means four hours away from 
their families, an extra four hours a day that their kids must spend in 
day care or with other support, and four hours where we could be 
working at our second jobs to earn more income that we are not 
getting at our first job. 
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What is worse is that many of my constituents do not work the 
regular 9 to 5. Many work shifts, overnight or into the wee hours of 
the morning, and then they must make that two hour trip back home 
on public transit which, at night time, can be even longer. This 
becomes an issue of public safety. When members of our families are 
waiting for buses on our street corners at all hours of the night, this is 
a huge concern, especially with the continuation of the proposed cuts 
to these services, especially transit in the greater Toronto area. 


Many of the parents with whom I speak are very worried. They 
are worried about the welfare and the safety of their children. What 
messages are we sending to our youth when the only jobs available 


to them are part-time or shift work? What messages are we sending © 


to our university graduates when, after spending years and thousands 
of dollars on earning a degree, they are forced into jobs that are 
greatly below their education standard. We know that our university 
grads are getting jobs at the low end of the income scale. What hope 
for tomorrow do we give these people? 


This is another question I am often asked at the doorsteps of my 
constituency, unfortunately. My riding is one of the poorest in the 
GTA and yet many of the families who live in my area are spending 
their life savings or incurring extra and extreme amounts of debt to 
send their children to school to get that university degree or college 
diploma, only to have their children graduate and not be able to find 
jobs or only find severely underpaid jobs. 


What financial risks now face those parents? What hope do they 
have for retirement? What is the quality of life for them in retirement 
when they spend all of their life savings on their children's 
education? 


I am also asked about the children and people who forego post- 
secondary education and enter directly into the workforce to help 
their families put food on the table. These youths are forced into 
part-time work, shift work and many times unsafe work, but there is 
no other option for them. They do this to put food on their families' 
table. 


Many youth in my constituency cannot find work at all, which is 
very challenging for a community that has the largest youth to 
population ratio in the entire greater Toronto area. This is a huge 
problem for me and for the constituents of Scarborough—Rouge 
River. 


What are we saying to these youths who are already marginalized 
because of their age, their ethnicity, their status in the country and 
their household income? What are we telling them? Are we telling 
them that they are not worth planning for? Many of the families in 
my riding with children and youth in this situation are very worried. 
I hear this on a weekly basis when I knock the doors. 


The government likes to talk about being tough on crime. Why 
does it not deal with the real root causes of crime? Why not provide 
our youth with a sense of importance and value? Why not provide 
them with opportunities like jobs and access to post-secondary 
education? Why not give them hope and real opportunities? 


On this side of the House, we believe that our youth are the future 
of our great country and that, because of this, we need to provide for 
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our youth. We need to inspire them to be involved. We need to give 
them the opportunities to be successful, not just set them up to fail, 
which is, unfortunately, what I am seeing from the other side of the 
House. 


Our youth, our university graduates and our college graduates 
need jobs. They need real jobs that will help them make ends meet, 
that will help them support their families and that will help them and 
their children lead better lives. That is what we, on this side of the 
House, are fighting for today. 
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Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
have the privilege of representing the riding where I was born and 
raised, beautiful Etobicoke North, and, like the member, our greatest 
challenge is jobs. We used to rank second in the country for 
manufacturing but it is disappearing. 


In my constituency office, we review covering letters and 
resumés. We teach job interviewing skills. We help with appropriate 
work attire. We find people jobs. I was also able to get a new jobs 
program for the community but it is not enough. 


One young valedictorian youth, Dylan Thomas, said, “If you 
come from the wrong community, rage, rage”. This is not the speech 
of someone embarking on a new future. 


My community wants jobs. What specifically would the member 
recommend to the government to help our college and university 
students who have graduated and cannot find work? 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, that is a very poignant 
question. Our university and college graduates are not getting good 
jobs and the government is showing absolutely no leadership in 
investing in post-secondary education, as well as the follow-through 
with graduates. That is, unfortunately, that big piece is missing. Just 
as we invest in the settlement of new immigrants, we need to invest 
in the method by which graduates will travel through the labour 
force. That type of investment is not being seen. 


In speaking with university and college administrators, they would 
love that support from the government in order to invest in career 
and job development for their graduates. Unfortunately, the 
universities and colleges do not have that type of investment from 
the government. 


Ms. Jinny Jogindera Sims (Newton—North Delta, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my colleague for a very graphic description of what 
it is like in communities across Canada. I come from Newton— 
North Delta and residents in my area face many problems similar to 
the ones that she articulated so eloquently. 


Looking at the government's economic proposals and in listening 
to members talk about what is happening in their communities, it is 
very clear to me that there is a need to redress the priorities. Instead 
of big tax breaks to banks and oil companies, which are making 
bigger profits than ever, it is time for us to invest in small businesses. 
How would investments in small businesses help drive the economy 
in Canada and keep jobs here? 
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Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan: Mr. Speaker, that is a very good 
question. Our small businesses are the engine behind our economy, 
especially behind the economic development of our communities. 
The government wants to give billions of dollars to large 
corporations that seem to be sending jobs away. It is giving money 


to corporations that are putting the money in their pockets but not : 


hiring Canadians. They are mostly jobs that our university and 
college graduates would be able to do. It is the small and medium- 
sized businesses that are actually investing in and creating jobs in 
our local communities. 


The government is going in the wrong direction. It should not be 
giving away billions of dollars to companies that are taking jobs and 
money out of our country. It should be investing in small and 
medium-sized businesses that are creating jobs in our communities 
in Canada. 
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’ Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to rise and speak to this important motion 
from the opposition, which calls on the government to start taking 
some action, to pay attention to what is going on in the country and 
to begin taking some specific action as it relates to the unemployed, 
to businesses that are struggling and to innovation. 


I will take a few minutes to talk about trade because it is 
extraordinarily important. It is important that the government enter 
into discussions around trade with its eyes open. My concern is that 
the government has set itself a quota of trade deals that it has to get. 
It is going after these trade deals and negotiating them simply to get 
through them so it can say that it has another trade deal and another 
notch on its belt. There are some problems with that I am going to 
get there. 


I want to talk about what we are hearing from the government 
benches. The government members stand and say what a great job 
they have done with the economic action plan. I was not here in the 
fall of 2008, but I watched from afar. The Minister of Finance came 
out after the election with an economic statement that said that 
everything was great, that we were gliding along perfectly, that 
people should not pay attention to all the economic turmoil beyond 
our borders, that everything was fine, that we would sail off into the 
next couple of years and that we did not need to do anything 
different. He said that there would not be any spending. 


It took a near-death experience for the government. The 
Opposition members came together and said that Canadians 
recognized that the economy in our country and around the world 
was in terrible trouble. It was only until they decided they would join 
forces to bring the government down that the Minister of Finance 
and the Prime Minister suddenly woke up and said that maybe 
something was wrong, that maybe they had better do something 
quickly. They even went to the extraordinary length of proroguing 
the House in order to avoid the decision of Parliament and also to 
give time for the Minister of Finance to find himself and recognize 
that there was some trouble in the U.S. economy and throughout 
Europe with the economy and maybe he should do something about 
it. 


The Conservatives came up with the economic action plan, and 
they have been taking credit for that. However, we all know that it 
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was only when members of the opposition threatened to bring the 
government down, did it recognize it needed to invest in : 
infrastructure spending. Yes, countries around the .world have 
recognized that Canada has done a good job in that respect. 
However, every time the Minister of Finance stands, he almost 
breaks his arm as he tries to pat himself on the back and members 
opposite likewise applaud themselves. I cannot get over the level of 
hypocrisy coming from those member. 


Given what happened three short years ago, it is incumbent upon 
the opposition to again try to jolt the Minister of Finance and his 
colleagues to recognize, as Canadians do, that there are serious 
problems out there. Members on this side talk about unemployment 
among youth. University graduates are building up greater student 
debt because of the lack of support from the federal government as is 
the case with the lack of support for provinces and universities. 
When they go out to try to prepare themselves for the work world 
and for the global economy, they find there are no jobs. There are no 
supports for innovation. There are no specific actions on behalf of 
the government to support our young people who are taking the time 
and incurring the debt to prepare themselves by increasing their 
training. 
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We have heard members on this side talk about innovation, about 
how the government needs to recognize the fact that it needs to 
support activities, ideas and those clusters of innovation that are 
developing in various parts of the country, to ensure those industries 
are in a position to not only create jobs, products and services that 
are innovative and world-class, but so they can then trade with the 
world. They need support so they can trade and exchange and build 
the economy of our country. 


However, there is nothing. All we hear is the government saying 
that we may not have as many jobs as we had back in 2008, but we 
should not worry as Canada is doing better than the United States, 
Greece or Italy, so it is doing a great job. 


The people of Dartmouth—Cole Harbour do not think that is good : 
enough. The people who come to my office, the people who just got 
out of university and are looking for work, are asking me what the 
government doing. Seniors who cannot find care and support in 
homes are wondering why the government has turned its back on 
them. 


I had a meeting just the other day with a 72-year-old senior. He 
lives in Cole Harbour in subsidized housing in a seniors' complex. 
He lives on $14,000 a year. The members might remember the 
debate we had in June about the difficulties of seniors living on such 
low pensions and the fact that the government was failing those 
seniors. Here is a guy who has taken it upon himself to try to find a 
part-time job working as a crossing guard three hours a day, three 
days a week, protecting children as they cross the street in Cole 
Harbour. Every dollar he makes is being clawed back. We have a 
senior who cannot make ends meet because of the paltry pensions 
that are paid by the government. He is trying to make ends meet but 
the measures the government brings hold him down. 
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The reason why we have brought this resolution forward is to take 
the opportunity to remind the government that the action plan was 
not its idea. The government was forced into it. It was kicking and 
screaming at the reality of the fact that it needed to take action. I and 
members of the opposition are here to once again to say to the 
government that Canadians need it to act. Canadians need it to start 
making investments in its communities. Canadians need it not to turn 
its back on them, not to make phony polls or any of the rest of it on 
the government's website. They need the government to pay 
attention to the pain and struggles that people are experiencing in 
their communities. It needs to deal with the problems of 
infrastructure of the Champlain Bridge in Montreal. 


Those are the realities. Those are the things the government needs 
to take action on to make a difference, so when the economy does 
turn around, Canada will be in a better position to move us forward 
and create the jobs that our young people need. 


® (1400) 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): The period of 
questions and comments for the hon. member for Dartmouth—Cole 
Harbour will take place after question period when the House returns 
to this matter. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
[English] 


BRANTFORD VETERANS MEMORIAL 


Mr. Phil McColeman (Brant, CPC): Mr. Speaker, Poland's 
modern history has been dominated by a burning sense of freedom 
among its people and to this the world bore witness as hundreds of 
thousands of Polish soldiers fought bravely alongside Canadians to 
free Europe from fascism and tyranny during World War II. 


The Polish were instrumental to many of the greatest Allied 
triumphs, including the heroic Battle of Monte Cassino, which paved 
the way for the Allied to push to Rome. Brantford's Paul Lojko was 
there, and it was his vision to commemorate his fellow soldiers and 
Canadian comrades to ensure that their memory lives on. 


On September 18 I participated in the culmination of that vision as 
the Brantford Polish combatants unveiled a new memorial to honour 
those soldiers and all those who endured hardships. A huge crowd 
gathered to attend the wonderful unveiling ceremony, making the 
dedication a very moving and lasting tribute. 


It is our duty to never forget the sacrifices of our veterans. We will 
remember them. 


**k* 


PUBLIC TRANSIT 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this 
morning cities all across Canada had the same problem: too many 
people watched buses go by or sat for hours in traffic. They were late 
for work. They were late for school. They wasted hours getting to 
their jobs while worrying about getting their kids to daycare. 
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It is happening in all of our cities. It is happening to people with 
high incomes and to people earning minimum wage. We are falling 
behind in public transit. 


We are the only G8 country without a national public transit 
strategy, and it is hurting the economy and the environment. We need 
fast, accessible and affordable public transit in cities large and small 
across the country. 


One could go downtown and ask people on the street if they 
would rather see a bigger prison or a better transit system. We need 
to focus on moving people forward, not locking them up. 


Let us work together like other countries in the G8. Let us move 
Canada forward. ; 


SAND PLAINS DEVELOPMENT FUND 


Mr. Dave MacKenzie (Oxford, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I rise in the 
House today to highlight the great successes of the Sand Plains 
development fund in my riding of Oxford and across southwestern 
Ontario. The Sand Plains development fund was created by Canada's 
current government in August 2008, with a commitment of $15 
million to the region. Since its formation, there have been 202 full- 
time jobs created, 54 part-time jobs created, 119 seasonal jobs and 
256 jobs sustained in the southwestern Ontario area. 


More specifically, I would like to talk about the biomass project of 
Canadian Biofuel in my riding of Oxford. It was partially funded 
through the Sand Plains development fund. The project, located on a 
former Cargill grain elevator and feed mill facility, will now produce 
roughly 1,500 tonnes of biomass per month. Low in greenhouse gas 
emissions, it can be used to heat homes and even supplement coal in 
generating electricity. 


Initially waste wood would be used to make the biomass fuel. 
However, the company plans to establish a local supply chain of raw 
materials by encouraging local farmers to grow miscanthus grass. 


RIRES 
[Translation] 


USERS" RIGHTS WEEK 


Mr. Justin Trudeau (Papineau, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, this is the 
first Quebec health and social services network users' rights week, 
organized by the Regroupement provincial des comités des usagers. 
This promotional tool serves to inform users of their rights and to 
showcase the work being done within health and social services 
institutions. 


Users' rights week gives all those who care about the quality of 
services in Quebec an opportunity to promote the rights of users and 
recognize the important work carried out by user and in-patient 
committees. 
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The health and social services network is not used only by sick 
people. It is also used by the worker who is out of a job, the pregnant 
woman, the young person at a drop-in centre, the person who wants 
to quit smoking, the person with a disability, the senior citizen living 
at home with the assistance of outside services. In short, you and I, 
all Quebeckers, are users. 


@ (1405) 
[English] 
ROYAL REGIMENT OF CANADA 


Mr. Ted Opitz (Etobicoke Centre, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
Royal Regiment of Canada, a regiment I am proud to have served in 
for the majority of my time in the military, will commemorate this 
storied regiment's participation in the Dieppe raid this evening. 


On August 19, 1942, the Royals went ashore on Blue Beach, 
located at Puys. Unfortunately, nothing with that raid went right, and 
out of the 554 members of the regiment who landed, there were 227 
casualties, 136 wounded and 264 POWs. Only 65 returned to 
England. Many were rescued by Polish naval captain Romuald 
Nalecz-Tyminski, who later became an admiral. 


The plaque to the regiment at Puys reads: 


You who are alive on this beach, remember that these men died far from home so 
that others, here and elsewhere, might freely enjoy life in God's mercy. 


I ask all members to rise with me and applaud both the heroism of 
those brave soldiers of the Royal Regiment of Canada who landed at 
Dieppe and their regiment's commitment and service to Canada in 
the past, present and future. 


Ready, aye, ready, Mr. Speaker. 


wk ** 
[ Translation] 


OTTERBURN BOATING CLUB 


Mr. Matthew Dubé (Chambly—Borduas, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to recognize the outstanding performance of the members 
of the Otterburn Boating Club who won a number of medals and set 
a new record at the Canadian championships, which were held this 
summer in Welland, Ontario. 


I would like to congratulate Sarah-Jane Caumartin, who won no 
fewer than seven medals—three gold, three silver and one bronze. I 
would also like congratulate Marianne Lévéque Brissette on her 
excellent performance. She won four medals—three gold and one 
silver. 


Sarah-Jane and Marianne set a new record in the junior 1,000 C2 
event, beating the old world junior record by 12 seconds. I would 
also like to congratulate Tasia Gelencser-Smith and Virginie Adam, 
who both won silver medals. 


Their commodore, Daniel Caumartin, their coach, 
Daniel Bertrand, and all the residents of Chambly—Borduas, 
including myself, are very proud of these athletes from my riding. 
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It is therefore an honour for me to recognize the outstanding 
performance of these young athletes from the Otterburn Boating 
Club. 


**e* 
[English] 


JASPER DARK SKY FESTIVAL 


Hon. Rob Merrifield (Yellowhead, CPC): Mr. Speaker, in the 
beautiful riding of Yellowhead, something exceptional is going to 
happen in the month of October. This exceptional thing is the first 
annual dark sky festival. 


In March, Jasper National Park became the world's largest dark 
sky preserve. 


One might ask: what is a dark sky preserve? A dark sky preserve 
is an area established by the Royal Astronomical Society of Canada 
to promote the visibility of night skies. 


The federal government has invested a significant amount of 
money in our parks, which has created a significant number of jobs 
as well as an increase in tourism. A record number of Canadians and 
international tourists enjoyed beautiful Jasper this summer. This is 
significant to our economy, because tourism adds more to our GDP 
than agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting all combined. Jasper is 
an exceptionally beautiful place during the day, but in the evening 
the skies are breathtakingly beautiful. 


Every Canadian should come out to Jasper. All Canadians should 


_ experience the beauty for themselves as we celebrate the very first 


dark sky festival. 


REPUBLIC OF MOLDOVA 


Mr. Corneliu Chisu (Pickering—Scarborough East, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to pay tribute to Canadians of Moldovan descent on 
this 20th anniversary of the independence of the Republic of 
Moldova. 


I have enjoyed the opportunity to dialogue with Moldovan 
Canadians in my riding, here on the Hill and across Canada. 


While visiting Moldova this past July, I was fascinated both by 
how far it has come in 20 short years of freedom and how strong the 
will is to continue to build a democratic and vibrant society. 


All members of the House are here as the result of a peaceful 
democratic process governed by the rule of law. Too often we take 
this for granted. Today I invite all hon. members to join me in 
congratulating our Moldovan Canadian friends and our colleagues 
the Honourable Veaceslav Ionita and Honourable Ivan Ionas from 
the Moldovan parliament, who are visiting today for the first time in 
history the Canadian Parliament in session, for 20 years of 
independence, 20 years of democracy and 20 years of progress. 


God bless Canada and Moldova. 


1644 
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WAR RESISTERS 
Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 


decorated Iraq war veteran Rodney Watson has lived in limbo for 
two years in sanctuary at an East Vancouver church with his wife 
Natasha and young son Jordan, both Canadian citizens. 


I have come to know Rodney and know him to be strong in his 
conviction for peace and justice, and brave in his commitment to go 
up against an illegal war. It has been a tough two years, and the 
strong support from the war resisters support campaign has been 
enormously important. 


If Rodney were to return to the U.S., he would likely be charged, 
which would make his return to Canada inadmissible, tearing him 
apart from his family. 


As many as 40 other war resisters like Rodney are currently 
fighting to stay in Canada. This Parliament has passed two motions 
in support of war resisters, yet the government is still trying to deport 
them. 


I encourage Canadians to write to the immigration minister and 
their MPs about Rodney and all war resisters to support the call for 
their permanent residence in Canada. 


Ke ki © 
@ (1410) 


WORLD HEART DAY 


Mrs. Joy Smith (Kildonan—St. Paul, CPC): Mr. Speaker, today 
is World Heart Day, a day to raise awareness of the impact that heart 
disease has on Canadians and all people around the world. 


According to the World Heart Federation, over 17.3 million 
people die globally each year from cardiovascular diseases, 
particularly heart disease and stroke. Up to 80% of these diseases 
are preventable through healthy eating, physical activity, not 
smoking, and decreasing blood pressure levels. 


This fall the Minister of Health participated in the United Nations 
summit on the prevention and control of non-communicable 
diseases. She stated there that “promoting good health is everyone's 
business”. 


I congratulate the Minister of Health for her recent announcement 
about Canada's tougher tobacco packaging regulations. 


I encourage all Canadians to be more physically active, to refrain 
from smoking and to choose healthy foods. 


On World Heart Day, let us reflect on the importance of heart 
health and make the necessary lifestyle changes to lead healthier 
lives. 


eke 


CORRECTIONAL SERVICE CANADA 
Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to salute the sacrifices and contributions of Canada's 7,500 
correctional officers. They are here in Ottawa this week with their 
concerns. 


This year marks the 10th anniversary of the founding of Union of 
Canadian Correctional Officers. They have worked hard to gain the 
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recognition that correctional officers do not often receive in an 
environment that is usually hidden from the public view. It is a 
workplace that is also becoming more dangerous. 


In particular, I would like to draw members’ attention to the 
petition campaign that correctional officers launched this week to 
support their call for action on issues of workers being exposed to 
HIV and hepatitis C. I am very concerned about their workplace 
safety. 


In closing, I hope all members will join me in a salute to the work 
and courage of correctional officers, and I hope we can work 
together to ensure a safer working environment for their members 


AT CO 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Parm Gill (Brampton—Springdale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our government received a strong mandate from the Canadian people 
and is now delivering on its promise to introduce the important Safe 
Streets and Communities Act. 


People in my community of Brampton are worried about the 
deadly effects of drugs and gang violence. Cultural communities 
worry about their children being targeted by drug pushers and thugs. 
This is a growing concern. 


That is why the cultural communities voted for their values in the 
last election. They voted for getting tough on crime and for safer 
streets. 


I urge the Liberal and NDP parties to listen to the concerns of 
Canadians from communities most affected by crime, such as the 
South Asian community. Let us pass this bill. Let us get tough on 
crime. Let us get on with the work Canadians expect of us. 


eR OK 
[Translation] 


QUEBEC CULTURAL ASSOCIATION OF THE DEAF 


Mr. Marc Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, on Saturday I attended an event held by the Société 
culturelle québécoise des sourds, and I saw how important it is to 
understand the reality of the 310,000 deaf and 2.8 million hard-of- 
hearing Canadians. Barely 20% of deaf people work full-time. 
Nearly 42% are underemployed and more than 37% are unem- 
ployed. 


The UN recognizes how significant this is, given that the deaf 
community has a prominent place in the Convention on the Rights of 
Persons with Disabilities. Although this convention was signed and 
ratified by Canada, the optional protocol that would enable persons 
with disabilities to complain has not been. The deaf must have ways 
to speak out against the government when it does not fulfill its 
commitments. 


It is time to make an effort to support these people, many of whom 
may be confronted with challenges every day. Education is needed 
here. 
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[English] 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Russ Hiebert (South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, yesterday the NDP member for Surrey North 
made the outrageous statement that our Conservative government 
was “callously jeopardizing public safety”. 


The member for Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca said that we were 
playing fast and loose with the safety of the people of British 
Columbia. 


These comments are ridiculous, coming from members who just 
yesterday put the safety of their constituents at risk by voting to give 
convicted arsonists house arrest, to keep soft sentences for those who 
sell drugs to children, to give a slap on the wrist to gangsters who 
run big marijuana grow operations and, even more shamefully, to 
allow child molesters to get pardons. 


Unlike the opposition, our government has a strong track record of 
getting tough on crime. That is why this spring Canadians gave us a 
strong mandate to keep our streets and communities safe. It is high 
time the opposition stopped putting the rights of criminals ahead of 
the rights of law-abiding Canadians. 


tee, ta 
@ (1415) 
[Translation] 


CANADIAN FORCES 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg —Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I am deeply honoured today to draw attention to 
the difficult commitment undertaken by our Canadian troops on 
Afghan soil during Rotation 10 of Joint Task Force Afghanistan, 
which took place from October 2010 to July 2011. We ought to 
commend and applaud the sacrifices and efforts made during this 
mission. 


In 2001, when Canada became involved in this mission, 


Canadians already suspected that our involvement would be long . 


and arduous. In total, 10 years went by before we considered our 
work to be done. 


Tomorrow there will be a ceremony at Valcartier to mark our 
soldiers' return. They lived up to the Canadian promise. We can all 
celebrate their work, be proud of it and honoured by it as well. 


SUR EG 
[English] 


JUSTICE 


Mr. Ryan Leef (Yukon, CPC): Mr. Speaker, on Monday 
morning, Corporal Kim MacKellar of the Royal Canadian Mounted 
Police, serving in Yukon's small community of Haines Junction, was 
shot at while responding to a robbery at the town's grocery store. 
Store employee, Frank Parent, was pepper-sprayed and beaten by the 
assailants prior to the ensuing pursuit that resulted in the shooting. 


The two accused are now charged with multiple offences, 
including attempted murder. One of the suspects was walking the 
streets while on a court-ordered condition and had a lengthy criminal 
history. 
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The NDP would have Canadians believe that the accused is the 
real victim. The NDP and the Liberals complain that the accused will 
be double-bunked and have no access to support in prison and would 
be further victimized. 


Frank Parent and Corporal MacKellar are the victims, as is the 
community of Haines Junction. 


This government makes no mistake about who the real victims are 
in cases like this. Our government has the resolve and commitment 
to see that necessary action to support victims of crime are protected 
in Bill C-10. 


Our thoughts’ and prayers go out to Frank Parent and Corporal 
MacKellar for a speedy recovery. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Prime Minister wants to cut services instead of investing in 
infrastructure. The President of the Treasury Board, who has his 
own spending problems, has lost all credibility. He plans to cut 
hundreds of thousands of jobs by reducing public services. 
Economists are saying that is the wrong thing to do when we are 
on the verge of a recession. 


Why is the Prime Minister insisting on cutting public services, yet 
in January he gave the most profitable corporations a gift of 
$4 billion? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this government has invested a record amount in Canadian 
infrastructure across the country. That is one of the reasons why 
analysts support our economic action plan, which is creating an 
impressive number of jobs in Canada. But again, when it is up to the 
NDP to make a suggestion, the only thing the leader of the 
opposition proposes is to increase taxes. This government is against 
increasing job-killing taxes. 


k + * 


GOVERNMENT MINISTERS 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Prime Minister is asking people to tighten their belts, to do without 
essential services, but his ministers are doing the contrary. The 
President of the Treasury Board thinks the consolidated revenue fund 
is all his and has wasted $50 million in his riding. The Minister of 
National Defence uses government aircraft for taxis and spends 
$3 million on private jets. 


Does the Prime Minister see how his call for austerity lacks 
credibility when his ministers are behaving like this? 
@ (1420) 

Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr 
Speaker, on the contrary. As far as the Minister of National Defence 
is concerned: 
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The defence minister has used government aircraft 70% less than 
his opposition predecessors and, when he has used them, it has been 
for important government business. Half of those flights were for 
repatriation ceremonies, so he could meet the families of those who 
had lost their loved ones in the service of this country. He goes there 
to show that we understand their sacrifice, we share their pain and 
we care about them. That is why the Minister of National Defence is 
so highly regarded on this side of the House. 


**e* 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 


Mrs. Nycole Turmel (Hull—Aylmer, NDP): Mr. Speaker, high 
unemployment is costly to Canada and nowhere is it clearer than in 
aboriginal communities. 


The National Council of Welfare says that the higher unemploy- 
ment of aboriginals is costing Canada's economy more than $35 
billion a year in lost production and billions more in lost tax revenue. 


When will the government build the economy by investing in 
communities instead of cutting public services? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): On the 
contrary, Mr. Speaker. In the government's economic action plan, we 
made important infrastructure investments in aboriginal commu- 
nities, and in the most recent budget, the measures of which are still 
finding their way through this Parliament. We have made important 
investments specifically in training aboriginal people for the jobs 
that exist. 


I think what aboriginal Canadians would especially support would 
be if the NDP would support those positive measures for aboriginal 
people. 


[Translation] 


THE ECONOMY 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
there are 350,000 more unemployed Canadians today than there 
were before the last recession, which the minister did not see 
coming, either. That means 350,000 more workers who are not 
bringing home salaries to provide for their families, and billions of 
dollars lost in salaries and economic incentives. 


What does the minister have to say to those families? That it is 
their fault and that he will not do anything about it? 
[English] 

Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our government, as it has been for years now, remains focused on 
jobs and on the economy. The economic action plan arising out of 
budget 2009, which was a very difficult time for the global economy, 
resulted in the growth of about 600,000 net new jobs in Canada, 
which is a record in the G7. Our performance job wise is that it leads 
the G7. We have strong fiscal and economic fundamentals in 
Canada. I know the NDP wants to raise taxes but we think that is the 
wrong way to go. 

Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as 
for jobs being created, the government is afraid to tell Canadians the 
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truth. We are just barely ahead of where we were in May 2008 before 
the recession, about 200,000 new jobs, which are far less than this 
minister claims. 


The problem is that the labour force is growing. There are an 
additional 435,000 Canadians who need work. The truth is that the 
government has done nothing for most of them. Its job creation 
record is a failure. 


When will the government stop cutting essential services and 
start— 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. Minister of Finance. 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we need to be concerned, if we pay attention to the world, as I am 
sure the member opposite does, about deficits and debts and 
accumulated deficits. We can see the harm that is causing in other 
parts of the world and the difficulties that populations will go 
through because of accumulated public deficits over time. 


This is not what we want to do in Canada. We have a plan to bring 
us back to balanced budgets. We will stay on that track in the 
medium term to get back to balanced budgets in Canada, and we will 
not increase taxes to do it. 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the 
government's last economic statement was the budget in June, 
which was four months ago, and, during those four months, the IMF 
has downgraded Canada's growth, the TD Bank says that another 
recession is likely, Statistics Canada says that the economy is already 
shrinking, Scotia Bank says that Canada may be the first to be hit 
again, and BMO says that Hoover-like austerity planning will only 
make things worse. 


When will the government present an urgent economic update to 
acknowledge how things have worsened and that austerity alone is 
not the right path? 


@ (1425) 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, unlike the previous member, when he was finance minister, 
we do not do multiple budgets in a single year. 


The government, obviously, is looking at economic circumstances 
very carefully. The government already has an important number of 
proactive measures through the economic action plan to support the 
Canadian economy. 


However, if the hon. member is suggesting that today the 
government should massively expand the Canadian deficit, I do not 
think the facts support that argument. 
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Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, the June 
budget is already out of date. A summer full of economic decline has 
overtaken the small measures from that budget to be introduced only 
belatedly next week. It is all too little, too late and out of touch. 


Will the government produce a new economic update before mid- 
October? Will that update include at least some new budget 
measures? Will it cancel its $1.2 billion in extra EI payroll taxes, 
which it will slap on small business beginning January 1? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the government ran on an economic action plan just 
recently that was strongly supported by the Canadian people. 


The Liberal Party forced an election over that and we know what 
the result was. After that result, the Liberal Party is truly out of touch 
when its members are back saying exactly the same things they were 
saying before the election. 


[Translation] 


CHAMPLAIN BRIDGE 


M. Marc Garneau (Westmount—Ville-Marie, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, speaking of the economy, the Minister of Transport, 
Infrastructure and Communities keeps saying that his government is 
spending money on the Champlain Bridge. Let us be clear: that 
money is being spent to maintain a crumbling bridge, not to replace 
it 


What we want is to see the bridge replaced entirely, and heaven 
knows this is urgently needed. 


Can this government immediately commit to launch a project to 
replace the Champlain Bridge and ensure adequate financing, yes or 
no? 

Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the Champlain Bridge was certainly not of any concern to 
the previous government, which, for 13 years, did absolutely nothing 
for the Champlain Bridge. 


Since coming to power, we have been taking the Champlain 
Bridge issue very seriously. Of course, before we can even think 
about a new structure, whatever that may be, we must ensure that the 
existing bridge continues to support the current traffic and that it 
remains safe. That is what we are doing and the Champlain Bridge is 
safe. 


[English | 


MINISTER OF NATIONAL DEFENCE 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as 
Canadians brace for another recession, we learn that our defence 
minister continues his ethically challenged ways. He has racked up 
nearly $3 million jetting around the country. 


The government will not invest in infrastructure, in health care or 
jobs, but it will invest millions in making that minister the frequent 
flyer champion of government jets. 
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When will the government ground that high flying minister? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am surprised to get that question from the hon. member. 
As I pointed out, the minister uses the Challenger 70% less than his 
predecessors and half the time he does that it is for repatriation 
ceremonies. 


What I would expect from the hon. member is for him to ask how 
he could join the Minister of National Defence and also participate in 
those ceremonies for Canadian families. 


Mr. Jack Harris (St. John's East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, perhaps 
some facts can help the Prime Minister answer the questions more 
accurately. Most of the flights were not for repatriation of fallen 
soldiers, only nine of the thirty-five. There was a flight from a 
fishing trip at camp Crosbie to a lobster festival in Halifax and 
Challenger trips to photo ops for government spending announce- 
ments. He even took a jet to Vancouver to the same event to which 
another minister flew commercial. 


When will the Prime Minister tell members of his cabinet that 
ethics rules apply to them too? When will he crack down on this out 
of control, jet-setting Conservative lifestyle? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the fact is the Minister of National Defence has participated 
in some 55 repatriation ceremonies for over 80 lost Canadian service 
personnel. The facts are also, as the House knows well and the 
member knows well, when he refers to the vacation, this was 
something the minister paid for himself. 


When the member asks these kinds of questions and behaves this 
way, he reflects on his own character, not on that of the Minister of 
National Defence. 


® (1430) 
[Translation] 


Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, in 2008, the cost of Challenger jet flights taken by the 
Minister of National Defence represented 17% of the total for all 
departments. In 2009, it was 34%; in 2010, it was 60%, and in 2011, 
it was 32%. 


Why did the Minister of National Defence travel so frequently on 
the Challenger when, I believe, other ministers such as the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs and the Minister of Finance travel just as much? 


Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I can repeat my answer. This minister uses government 
aircraft 70% less than his predecessors. Half the time, he does so to 
attend repatriation ceremonies for soldiers who gave their lives for 
our country. That is why we have such great respect for the Minister 
of National Defence on this side of the House of Commons. 
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Ms. Christine Moore (Abitibi—Témiscamingue, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, first we learned that the minister used a Cormorant 
helicopter as his personal taxi in Newfoundland. Now, we have 
learned that his Challenger flights cost the taxpayers $3 billion. 


Will the minister stop wasting Canadians' money on luxuries? 
Will the Prime Minister take steps to address extravagant spending 
by his ministers? 

Right Hon. Stephen Harper (Prime Minister, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this minister uses the Challenger for government business, 
not personal business. Those are the facts. When this minister pays 
his respects to the families of our fallen soldiers I expect the official 
opposition to support us and the minister by showing respect for 
these families. 


Ce 
[English] 


G8 SUMMIT 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
we are now 112 days and counting and here is something new about 
the Muskoka boondoggle. When the mayor set out to buy steel for 


the hockey arena, even though it had not been approved by. 


Parliament, the Muskoka minister did not tell him to wait. He wrote, 
“Hey, thanks for the update, Claude. Is it possible to go ahead with 
the purchase without making an official announcement? Otherwise I 
would be put in an uncomfortable position”. 


It is not just uncomfortable, it is wrong. He cannot spend taxpayer 
dollars on the sly. If the minister disagrees with this assessment, then 
maybe he should stand and explain to Parliament why. 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, there was so much enthusiasm about Canada's economic 
action plan, there was so much enthusiasm about infrastructure 
projects around the country that the mayor was prepared to put the 
steel on his own credit card because he was so excited to create jobs 
in that part of the country. That happened from coast to coast to 
coast, great partnerships with the provinces, with territories, with 
municipalities from every part of the country, all coming together to 
fight the recession. j 


For my friend from Timmins, the good news is that at the end of 
the day we saw more jobs, more hope and more opportunity. 


Mr. Charlie Angus (Timmins—James Bay, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Parliament was misled. This is a guy who was buying steel for a 
hockey arena with border infrastructure money that had not even 
been approved by Parliament. It is the minister's emails, his 
Influence peddling and his misuse of the taxpayers dollars. 


If this was good news, why did he tell the mayor to keep his 
mouth shut? This is about an abuse of public trust. It has been 112 
days of this charade of hiding behind the foreign affairs minister. 
Will that member stand and come clean to the Canadian people? 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 


Speaker, that is the kind of muckraking that Canadians rejected in 
the last election campaign. This is just same old, same old. 


The Canadian people want us to focus on jobs and the economy. 
They want us to focus on economic growth. They want us to focus 
on ensuring there are more opportunities for their children and 
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grandchildren. That is what this government is doing. That is the 
leadership that the Minister of Finance has provided. That is why he 
was named the best finance minister in the world last year. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, earlier this week, the NDP revealed new information 
about the unsavoury activities of the President of the Treasury Board 
and his slush fund. He siphoned off $17 million to build an Olympic- 
sized arena in Huntsville. His constituency office distributed 
taxpayer money for secret projects. He even managed to find a job 
for a friend. What an obliging minister. Meanwhile, the Ontario 
Provincial Police is investigating the Gravenhurst project, a project 
in which he was also involved. 


Will the minister finally answer questions about his management 
of public money in his riding? 


© (1435) 
[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the project the member opposite refers to in Gravenhurst 
has nothing to do with the G8 legacy fund. I would challenge the 
member opposite, if he wants to accuse any member of this place of 
anything unethical, to have the courage and the guts to go outside 
and repeat those scurrilous allegations. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Alexandre Boulerice (Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I was expecting the same from the President of the 
Treasury Board. He should have the courage to rise in the House and 
answer our questions. 


I think that I expressed myself clearly and in proper French. The 
question had to do with the management of funds in the riding of the 
member for Parry Sound—Muskoka and not the management of the 
funds at the Department of Foreign Affairs, unless we have reason to 
look into the situation there as well. 


The NDP revealed new information this week. Can the 
government at least change its tape and respond to the new 
discoveries we have revealed? 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the NDP has just revealed the same old, same old. If the 
member opposite would like to make any allegations of anything 
untoward, he should have the courage to do it outside this place. 


The bottom line is that I approved 32 projects under this fund. All 
32 projects were for public infrastructure. They all came in on or 
under budget. Every dollar has been accounted for. The good news is 
a lot of jobs and a lot of hope and opportunity were created with 
those infrastructure projects. 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Ruth Ellen Brosseau (Berthier —Maskinongé, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, as a single mother, I have very busy days. Between helping 
my son with his homework, making meals, rushing to drop him off 
at school, going to the office and returning to pick him up on time, 
the last thing I want is to hear about the mismanagement of public 
funds at the G8 summit. 


The minister who will not answer questions and refuses to take 
responsibility. Is that really the example we want to set for our 
children? 

[English] 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, this issue has been thoroughly aired before, during and after 
the last election campaign. The Auditor General has come forward 
with some positive observations on how the government could do an 
even better job at being more open and transparent. The government 
has accepted all those recommendations and will continue to work 
constructively with the Auditor General to constantly raise the bar to 
do an even better job for hard-working taxpayers. 


kK *K* 


COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): When there are 
continuing efforts to curtail Canada's judiciary, the Conservatives 
may have gone too far. At the ethics committee on Tuesday, the 
member for Peterborough, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime 
Minister said, in reference to federal court Judge Boivin, “This 
specific judge has looked at all the evidence before him, and he has 
rendered a decision. | think it's important that the committee hears 
about that decision and why he came to it”. 


That is how the member justifies calling a judge before a 
committee, breaking a long-standing practice and principle of 
judiciary autonomy. Would the Prime Minister care to comment? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the efforts of the member 
for Peterborough are to follow through on his commitment to his 
constituents and our government's commitment to Canadians, which 
is to ensure that there is transparency in the way the taxpayer dollars 
are being spent by the CBC. That is what the effort is at the 
committee. Members of the committee are free to invite whomever 
they want at committee and the committee is free to accept the 
testimony or not. 


[Translation] 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the government is flouting the separation of powers, a fundamental 
principle of good governance. In 1989, the Supreme Court of 
Canada said that federal judges have the right to refuse to explain 
their decisions to legislators. Ed Ratushny, an expert in constitutional 
law, says that he cannot even comprehend how the Conservatives 
could imagine forcing a judge to appear before a committee. 


Does the Prime Minister support his parliamentary secretary's 
affront to our democracy and to judicial autonomy? 

Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government supports 
the efforts of the member for Peterborough to ensure that the CBC is 
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transparent and accountable for the money it spends and that its 
books are open in order to be sure that it can find the necessary 
savings to balance its budget as quickly as possible. 


# x % 
© (1440) 
[English] 

THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it is 
outrageous that the Minister of the Environment is attacking 
scientists by launching an international witch hunt to track down 
the whistleblower who revealed the government's cuts to the ozone 
monitoring network. We think Canada would be better served by his 
trying to prevent cuts to this fundamental program. 


Why will the government not just admit that it is drastically 
weakening the ability of Environment Canada to do its job? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I reject absolutely reject the assumptions of my colleague's 
question. She is doing her research in the media. I have talked to my 
deputy minister and he has assured me that the son is a complete 
mischaracterization of his conversation. 


Canada continues to monitor the ozone in its various forms. We 
have an important to role to ensure that our research-based approach 
toward ozone monitoring contributes to the world's understanding of 
this critical fact. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, this 
government is preventing Environment Canada from protecting 
Canadians from climate change and pollution This year, the budget 
was cut by 59%. The report from the National Round Table on the 
Environment and the Economy is a warning about the disastrous 
consequences this government's out-of-touch policies will have on 
our economy. 


If the minister refuses to act to save the environment, will he at 
least act to save the economy? 


[English] 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): First, 
Mr. Speaker, I know the NDP has trouble following the budget 
process and I would ask my colleague to wait for the supplementary 
estimates, which are due next month. 


With regard to the report that she refers to, my colleague knows 
well that our government has a plan, a very good plan, to meet our 
target of reducing ereenhonse gases by 17% from 2005 base levels : 
by 2020. 


We are moving forward to reduce greenhouse gases and, at the 
same time, we are investing in programs to help Canadians adapt to 
climate change. 
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Ms. Laurin Liu (Rivière-des-Mille-Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, let 
us talk about the facts. The National Round Table on the 
Environment and the Economy just reported that without immediate 
government action, climate change could cost Canada $5 billion a 
year by 2020. By 2050, the government inaction could cost 
Canadians up to $43 billion a year. Our coastal communities, our 
forestry industry and the health of Canadians will all suffer unless we 
take action right now. Yet this out of touch government has produced 
no plan to deal with the impact of climate change on Canadians. 


Where is the plan? 

Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am surprised that my colleague is so surprised by these 
projections and these numbers. Today's. report merely echoes what 
our government has long recognized, and that is the importance of 
adaptation to climate change. 


Budget 2011, most recently, for example, included a $58 million 
investment to continue to support federal programs aimed at helping 
Canadians adapt to climate change. 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I guess it is time 
to learn to swim. 


[Translation] 


It is sad to see how ridiculous the situation at Environment Canada - 


is becoming. The deputy minister will go to any lengths to discover 
which scientists disclosed the planned cuts to the ozone monitoring 
program. It is a witch hunt. 


Why is this government putting scientists under the microscope 
instead of encouraging their vital work? 


[English] 
Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would encourage my NDP colleague, as well as my 


Liberal colleague, to do a little more original research rather than 
rely on flawed media reports. 


As I have said, my deputy minister has rejected that story as a 
complete mischaracterization of his conversation. 


Canadians elected a strong, stable, environmentally responsible 
Conservative majority government to take care of the environment, 
and that is exactly what we are doing. 


© (1445) 


Ms. Megan Leslie (Halifax, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I wish the 
government were as interested in the environment as it is in stifling 
dissent. 


First the government denied that its cuts were going to have any 
impact on Canadians and then it went on a witch hunt. It went after 
whistleblower scientists who revealed the serious health and 
environmental impacts of these cuts. 


When will the minister take a break from hunting down 
whistleblowers and actually tell us about how these cuts will affect 
Canadians? 


Hon. Peter Kent (Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I reject completely the several assumptions in my 
colleague's question. 
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Environment Canada makes no apologies at all for finding the 
most cost-effective ways of protecting both the environment and 
Canadian jobs. 


SENIORS 


Mrs. Stella Ambler (Mississauga South, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it 
is important to celebrate what Canadian seniors have done and 
continue to do for our country. They deserve our gratitude and 
recognition. That is why the House passed a bill last year to officially 
establish October 1 as National Seniors Day. . 


Would the hon. Minister of State for Seniors tell the House what 
the government has done and continues to do to help seniors? 


Hon. Alice Wong (Minister of State (Seniors), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, on October 1 we will recognize the many contributions 
seniors have made as leaders in strengthening our families and 
communities. 


Our government has a strong record of action to improve the 
quality of life of seniors, including additional funding for seniors 
programs and the largest increase in the GIS in a quarter century. 


Together let us recognize the many seniors who give so 
generously of themselves to make this the best country in the world. 


we * 


HEALTH 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
macular degeneration is the leading cause of vision loss for 
Canadian seniors. It affects thousands of people. 


The government agency in charge of evaluating drug costs is 
recommending a drug that costs seniors a staggering $1,500 a month 
instead of a drug which costs only $7 a month. Experts say these 
drugs are virtually identical. 


Why is the government choosing to drain seniors’ pocketbooks? 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our government recognizes the importance of affordable 
access to drugs as part of our quality health care system. 


We work with the provinces and the territories, which are 
responsible for deciding which drugs are publicly covered. That is 
why we have consistently increased transfers to the provinces and 
territories, by over 30% since we formed government, so that they 
can continue to meet the health care needs of their residents. 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we are 
talking about a government agency that is making these recommen- 
dations. 


Clearly, switching to a cheaper drug would give seniors a much 
needed break and would save the government around $100 million a 
year. 
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I am sure the minister is aware of reports saying that the drug 
manufacturer is manipulating the supply to favour the costlier drug. 


Why does the government continue to allow drug recommenda- 
tions based on corporate profits and not on what is best for 
Canadians? Where is the plan for making drugs more affordable? 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is the responsibility of the provinces and territories to 
decide whether or not to provide their residents with a publicly 
financed drug therapy. 


Many jurisdictions already offer catastrophic drug coverage to 
their residents. We have continued to increase the funding to the 
provinces and territories. Each jurisdiction will then decide how 
those dollars are allocated to meet their residents' needs. 


eek, 


STATUS OF WOMEN 


Ms. Francoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, women's 
rights should not be open for debate, yet members of the government 
seem to think they are. The Supreme Court of Canada has clearly 
ruled that access to abortion is a fundamental right. 


Either the Prime Minister has lost control of his caucus or his 
government's new policy is to outlaw abortion and turn back the 
clock on women's rights. Which is it? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, many individuals across this 
country and on all sides of the House have passionate feelings about 
this issue. However, the government has been clear. We will not re- 
open this question. 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Françoise Boivin (Gatineau, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I have the 
impression today that we have literally gone back 20 years to a time 
when another Conservative government wanted to again criminalize 
abortion. This is not the first time that a member of the Conservative 
caucus has attempted to attack women's rights. This is becoming 
routine. 


Will the Prime Minister put an end to these attempts and 
guarantee, once and for all, women's right to choose? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we have no intention of 
reopening this debate. 


[English] 
G8 SUMMIT 


Ms. Judy Foote (Random—Burin—St. George's, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, the President of the Treasury Board refuses every day to 
answer questions in the House about his actions regarding the G8 
legacy fund, but says now that he will appear before a committee. 
Canadians will be outraged if this is just another ruse to avoid 
scrutiny. | 
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When the minister does appear before the Conservative controlled 
committee, will all of his comments be in a public session? Will he 
agree to answer questions from all MPs? Will he finally answer for 
himself and stop using the foreign affairs minister as his mouth- 
piece? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Yes, yes 
and yes, Mr. Speaker, although I would be pleased to join the 
President of the Treasury Board at the committee as well and provide 
any helpful insight that I might have to offer to members who have 
questions. 


SRI LANKA 


Hon. Jim Karygiannis (Scarborough—Agincourt, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, during the last days of the civil war, the Government of Sri 
Lanka killed thousands of Tamil non-combatant refugees. Interna- 
tional and United Nations human rights organizations have 
condemned the Sri Lankan government's cover-up. The government 
did nothing when thousands of people were butchered. 


Will the Prime Minister take steps today to urge the Common- 
wealth to revoke Sri Lanka's membership until it holds the 
perpetrators to account and they are judged in international courts? 
Will he support calls from the international community for action 
against the Sri Lankan government? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I can say that the Prime Minister has spoken out loudly and 
clearly on this very important issue of human rights. I have certainly 
relayed the Government of Canada's position to both the high 
commissioner and directly to my counterpart, the minister of foreign 
affairs of Sri Lanka, to express our concerns on the lack of 
accountability for the serious allegations of war crimes, the lack of 
reconciliation with the Tamil community and with events that have 
taken place since the end of the civil war. 


Canada will continue to speak loudly and clearly on behalf of 
human rights around the world, especially in Sri Lanka. 


eee, 


PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Jasbir Sandhu (Surrey North, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
government does not seem to have a handle on its own tired talking 
points. Threatening to pull police off B.C.'s streets is not tough on 
crime. Issuing ultimatums to take it or leave it will not make our 


communities safe. Bullying the provinces is not leadership. 


Will the minister stop playing games with public safety in British 
Columbia? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
perhaps what the member could do is start supporting some 
legislation that protects the people of British Columbia. In fact, in his 
riding people are concerned about crime. 
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As for the issue of the B.C. RCMP contract, there have been four 
years of intensive negotiations. The same fundamental terms and 
conditions that have been offered to British Columbia other 
provinces have accepted. Saskatchewan and Alberta have accepted 
and have said this is a good deal. Now it is up to British Columbia. It 
can accept the agreement, or it can choose other alternatives. 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, all British Columbians are asking for is a fair deal on 
policing, one with more community input and better accountability. 
Instead, they are being offered ultimatums again today and a 
dangerously out-of-touch approach of one size fits all provinces. 


While the government insults its opponents with cheap shots and 
threatens the Government of British Columbia, will the minister 
instead commit to negotiate in good faith and will the minister 
commit to stay at the table until a fair deal is reached? 


Hon. Vic Toews (Minister of Public Safety, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we have been negotiating with the British Columbia government for 
four years. Other provinces have recognized that the agreement is a 
fair one. It is certainly cost effective for them, and they have 
accepted. 


After four years of intensive negotiations, I have indicated to the 
minister in British Columbia to bring forward the matters that she 
wants brought forward. She has not done that at this point. There is 
still some time. I am waiting. I have not heard from her. ; 


The time is coming to an end. November 30 is the date by which 
she must make up her mind on behalf of the people of B.C. 


ON eer 
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COPYRIGHT 


Mr. Gordon Brown (Leeds—Grenville, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
strong copyright laws protect jobs and ensure our economy remains 
strong. Our government's copyright reform is widely supported by 
consumers, creators and the businesses that drive Canada's economy. 


Could the Minister of Canadian Heritage tell the House about the 
copyright modernization act? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as we said in the campaign 
and in the throne speech, the focus of our government this fall is on 
economic growth and ensuring there is job growth as well. That is 
why we have tabled our copyright reform legislation. 


Bill C-11, the copyright modernization act, balances the interests 
of consumers and creators with the central goal of drawing 
investment into Canada, protecting jobs and ensuring that we move 
forward. ; 


The Canadian Chamber of Commerce agrees with our bill. It said 
that this bill “lays the foundation for future economic growth and job 
creation”. Françoise Bertrand of le Fédération des chambres de 
commerce du Québec said that this bill is “critical to ensuring a 
competitive and stable business environment in Canada”. 


This bill has been tabled and we hope for its adoption. We hope 
for the opposition's support for Canadian jobs. 
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VETERANS AFFAIRS 


Mr. Sean Casey (Charlottetown, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, a Canadian 
Forces member receives $13,000 for funeral costs. A veteran 
receives $3,600. Nineteen months ago we raised this issue. The 
answer we received was that it was under review. 


Last year we asked the minister again to fix this problem. Even 
though his own officials raised it with him, he told a Senate hearing 
that it was not the time to talk about the matter. Yesterday we 
received another non-answer. 


Our veterans have done their job. They served and defended 
Canada. Why will the minister not do his and fix the situation now? 


Hon. Steven Blaney (Minister of Veterans Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am glad to say that on this side of the House we not only 
speak for veterans, but we act for veterans. 


As I told the member yesterday, this program is managed by the 
Last Post Fund. It is doing an outstanding job. We fund the Last Post 
Fund. 


We are making sure that every military member who is killed or 
injured during service, whatever his or her rank, is well-served and 
will be treated with respect until the last moment of his or her life. 


*** 


TAXATION 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
United States Internal Revenue Service is going after innocent 
Canadians The IRS is now going after Canadian citizens who have 
been playing by the rules, living and paying their taxes in Canada, in 
some cases for decades. It is going after them for thousands of 
dollars. These are not tax cheats. 


Why is the government not doing more to protect these law- 
abiding citizens? 


Hon. Jim Flaherty (Minister of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
we have made it clear to the American authorities that Canada of 
course is not a tax haven, that the request for information from 
American citizens who are living in Canada affects a large number of 
citizens who have never earned income in the United States and 
many of whom were not aware of their obligation under American 
law, which is their right to file income tax returns. 


We have asked the Americans to exercise some discretion in the 
IRS with respect to these demands. 
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AGRICULTURE AND AGRI-FOOD 


Mr. LaVar Payne (Medicine Hat, CPC): Mr. Speaker, advocates 
of the Canadian Wheat Board's monopoly have been waging a dirty, 
underhanded campaign against our government's strong mandate to 
deliver on our election promise of marketing freedom. They have 
tried every trick in the book, including wasting thousands of dollars 
on illegitimate surveys and travelling road shows. 


Allen Oberg, the chair of the CWB, even used farmers' money to 
host and pay for a breakfast for the NDP caucus in Quebec City, 
telling the NDP members to use any means necessary to disrupt the 
democratic process in this chamber. 


Could the minister tell us what steps he has taken to help western 
Canadian farmers? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank the member for Medicine Hat for his tireless work on 
behalf of farmers and the great work that the panel did. 


The old Canadian Wheat Board, as my colleague outlined, is 
doing everything possible to fight marketing freedom, even refusing 
our offer to co-chair this industry. working group. That is 
unfortunate. 


Our government will use the recommendations of this dynamic 
working group to make sure farmers have the clarity and certainty 
they need for their farm businesses’ future. 


As of October 1, the government's advance payment program will 
be administered by the Canadian Canola Growers Association. 


Our government has a strong mandate and we will deliver on 
marketing freedom. 


Kk *RK*K 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Ms. Rathika Sitsabaiesan (Scarborough—Rouge River, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, last night, I joined MPs from all parties in hosting a 
screening of the documentary, Sri Lanka's Killing Fields . It moved 
me, as it did everyone else there. 


Sadly, Canada and the rest of the world has stood idly by for far 
too long. Human rights organizations around the world are calling 
upon the United Nations to launch an independent inquiry into the 
possibility of war crimes and crimes against humanity in Sri Lanka. 


A Conservative MP helped sponsor the event last night. Will his 
government now stand in the House today and finally commit to 
fighting for justice for Sri Lankans and call for a United Nations 
inquiry? 
© (1500) 

Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we did not sit idly by at the United Nations on Monday 
where I brought the plight of human rights violations to the floor of 
the General Assembly. The Prime Minister did not sit idly by when 
he expressed grave concern about attending a future summit of thé 
Commonwealth in Colombo. We did not sit idly by when we spoke 
with the high commissioner to Sri Lanka and raised our concerns. I 
did not sit idly by last week when I met with the foreign minister of 
Sri Lanka to express our significant concerns. 
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We have not sat idly by. We will continue to stand up, do the right 
thing and fight for human rights around the world, especially in Sri 
Lanka. 


x *R* 
[Translation] 


COPYRIGHT 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, multinationals and the software industry will be pleased 
with the copyright bill the government is introducing today, but it 
will cost artists close to $75 million a year. By attacking the 
livelihood of creators in this way, the Conservatives are showing 
that, for them, culture comes down to profit for big business. 


Is the government aware that the copyright legislation that it is 
proposing will harm artists and weaken Quebec culture? 


Hon. James Moore (Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we introduced a bill that is 
fair to everyone, both creators and consumers. What artists across the 
country need right now is copyright legislation that will make piracy 
illegal in Canada. That is what Bill C-11 will do. 


We are also imposing the WIPO Internet treaties. Many aspects of 
this bill protect the interests of Canada's artists, ensure that our 
economy continues to recover, and ensure that we are creating 
employment and investments here in Canada for everyone, including 
creators. 


BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. Thomas Mulcair (Outremont, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as is 
often the case, we would like to know what the plans are for the rest 
of the, week. In particular, the official opposition would like to know 
when the government will finally bring before the House its so- 
called priorities, that is, the economy and jobs. It seems we have 
seen everything but the economy and jobs since they arrived. 


It is thanks to the NDP official opposition that today the House is 
debating, for the first time this fall, the economic issues that are so 
important to worried Canadians. We are debating a motion calling on 
the government to take action on the economy, to establish a plan to 
create real jobs for Canadians and their families, to address Canada's 
infrastructure deficit of over $100 billion, which is mortgaging our 
future and that of future generations, and to protect people's 
retirement pensions. 


Now the NDP has proposed concrete actions to address these 
issues and I am sure the government will support them. 
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Also, could the Leader of the Government in the House of 
Commons tell us when we can expect the debate on the amendments 
the government is proposing to the Copyright Act? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, with the global economy still 
fragile, Canadians gave our government a strong mandate to 
continue our focus on the economic recovery. In the next week, 
our government will continue to implement the economic action plan 
that will create more jobs and economic growth. This plan is 
working. 


[English] 


Today, we introduced the copyright modernization act. The bill 
would promote innovation, keep Canada's digital economy strong 
and, importantly, help create jobs. I hope the bill will have the 
support of all hon. members. 


Next week, we will be introducing a bill to implement the 
remaining measures in the next phase of Canada's economic action 
plan, a low tax plan for jobs and growth, as the finance minister 
indicated yesterday. The bill will include important economic 
measures, including a tax credit for the creation of new jobs by 
small businesses. 


| Translation] 


As per the order passed by the House yesterday, we will be 
introducing and voting on the ways and means motion relating to 
that second budget implementation act on Monday. 


®@ (1505) 
[English] 


I know the opposition has shown great interest in seeing our jobs 
plan rolled out. Next week, members will have the opportunity to 
support it and move it swiftly through second reading and get this 
important bill to committee as soon as possible. 


[ Translation] 


Next Tuesday will be designated as the second allotted day. 
Tomorrow we will begin debate on Bill C-7, the Senate Reform Act. 
This bill will allow and encourage provinces to hold elections to fill 
Senate seats and create a nine-year term limit for senators. 


[English] 


We will also continue debate on Bill C-4, Preventing Human 
Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration System Act. Both 
bills will also be debated on Monday. 


These important bills all have a very long history before the 
House, so I do encourage all hon. members to put aside further 
parliamentary delay tactics and give members a chance to vote on 
them and allow them to proceed through our system. 


**e* 


POINTS OF ORDER 
STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 


Mr. Randall Garrison (Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, in a statement delivered today by the member for South 
Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale, I was accused, along with the 
member for Surrey North, of supporting child molesters. 
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As an adult survivor of child abuse, I rise on this point of order 
and demand an immediate withdrawal by the member and to ask the 
Speaker to review the statement. 


The Speaker: I will certainly review the statement and come back 
to the House if necessary. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 
BUSINESS OF SUPPLY 
OPPOSITION MOTION—CANADIAN ECONOMY 


The House resumed consideration of the motion. 


The Speaker: When we were debating this before question 
period, the hon. member for Dartmouth—Cole Harbour had five 
minutes left for questions and comments. 


Questions and comments. The hon. member for Dauphin—Swan 
River—Marquette. 


Mr. Robert Sopuck (Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, I listened to what the NDP said with great 
interest and it reminded me of what the sainted Margaret Thatcher 
once said that, “socialism works until you run out of other people's 
money to spend”. 


That side of the House is really good at spending other people's 
money. In fact, I think the saying is “spending ourselves rich”. When 
one looks at what is happening in the eurozone, that is obviously a 
strategy that simply cannot work. A sound economy is built upon the 
enforcement of property rights, the rule of law and a climate for 
business investment. 


I would like to offer the House a quote, and members will be very 
curious as to where it came from. The quote is, “If the federal 
government reduces corporate taxes, it will make a difference for our 
businesses and certainly they will take advantage of those cuts and if 
it means more jobs we would be very happy with that. Do I think it 
will make a difference for Manitoba if the federal taxes are cut? Yes, 
it will make a difference for businesses and that is— 


The Speaker: Order, please. I must stop the member there to 
allow the hon. member for Dartmouth—Cole Harbour a chance to 
respond. 


Mr. Robert Chisholm (Dartmouth—Cole Harbour, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, I will not go back and talk about Margaret Thatcher at this 
point, although I know she nearly drove Britain's economy into the — 
toilet. 
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Where was the member when the opposition forced the finance 
minister in the fall of 2008 to go back to the drawing board and try to 
figure out that there was a calamity happening in the economy and 
that he needed to come out with a policy in order to make the 
economy in Canada at least sustainable through that recessionary 
period? Why is it that he is not supporting that kind of action today 
by supporting our motion? 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to get some clarification on an issue with respect to the 
New Democratic Party. 


First, I would say that it initially was the Liberal Party that began 
this session by saying that jobs were the number one priority. 
Therefore, we appreciate the motion that is before us. However, there 
is a policy discrepancy that I would like clarification on. 


There are the buy American provisions that have been 
implemented in the United States, on which the Conservatives have 
dropped the ball. The New Democrats have been somewhat quiet. 
The Ontario NDP is now saying, “buy Ontario”. 


What is the federal NDP's position on the whole buy American 
provisions? How does it compare that to the position of its provincial 
counterparts, or cousins, in regards to buy Ontario? 
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Mr. Robert Chisholm: Mr. Speaker, I must say that whenever I 
engage in any discussion with the federal Liberals as it relates to the 
economy, all I can do is remember the kind of damage they did in the 
province of Nova Scotia back in 1996-97 when they decided to 
balance the budget in those days on the backs of the universities, the 
poor, the people looking for social housing and the health care 
system. 


That is the kind of wrong-headedness that we are trying to deal 
with in this particular motion. We want the government to recognize 
that it needs to step forward and start making the kinds of 
investments that are necessary to get people back to work. 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, we have often heard that the Minister of Finance was the best 
minister of finance in the world. That was in 2009. Here we are in 
2011 and it is Wayne Swan, a minister in Australia, who is the best 
finance minister in the world. 


I would like to ask the hon. member how the NDP would move 
Canada forward in terms of its economy. 


Mr. Robert Chisholm: Mr. Speaker, the first thing we would do 
is listen to Canadians and Canadians are telling us that it is time to 
Start investing in communities, that it is time to start investing in 
infrastructure, and that it is time to start committing ourselves to 
Supporting the innovation that is necessary in the communities to get 
people back to work and to get our young people coming out of 
universities with training and knowledge back to work. 


Those are the kinds of specific steps that the government needs to 
do. It is what a New Democratic government would do. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Mr. Speaker, from the outset, I will 
reassure Canadians that our Conservative government's top priority 
is what matters to them, and that is jobs— 
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Mr. Andrew Scheer: I wonder if someone could do their 
colleague a favour and turn their phone off so we can hear the hon. 
parliamentary secretary. 


The hon. parliamentary secretary. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, I will pick up at jobs in the 
economy because I think since I was elected in 2008, it is 
consistently what our government has actually talked about. 


Indeed, with the global economic recovery so fragile, as 
demonstrated by the ongoing events in Europe, keeping Canada's 
economy on the right track must remain our priority. While Canada's 
economy has created nearly 600,000 net new jobs since July 2009, 
the strongest job growth in the G7, too many Canadians are still 
looking for work. 


That is why we are working hard to implement our prudent, low 
tax plan to support Canada's economic recovery and help create jobs 
through the next phase of Canada's economic action plan. 


Indeed, our Conservative government remains focused on 
ensuring Canada continues to offer the right environment to attract 
investment necessary to create more and better paying jobs, thereby 
improving the living standards of Canadians. 


Ironically, one of the most proven ways to that end is an action 
opposed by the NDP, to give job creators the means to hire more 
workers by lowering their taxes, which is exactly what our 
government is doing. It is also exactly what we have done since 
coming to office and what we told Canadians during the election that 
we would continue to do if we were returned to government. 


Given the results of May 2, it is safe to say that Canadian families 
prefer our low tax plan over the tax and spend plan of the NDP. 
Families know that our Conservative government is acting on what 
matters to them as we steer them through this turbulent global 
economic period. 


Indeed, unlike what the NDP would have Canadians believe, our 
Conservative government has a strong and proven record on the 
economy, one that Canadians can look to and trust. 


In the words of Bank of Montreal deputy chief economist, Doug 
Porter, appearing before the finance committee this week: 


—compared to policy making in the rest of the world, Canada's economic policy- 
making has been exemplary. I don't think there's been a significant misstep in 
recent years. 


That is very high praise. 


Let us listen to the IMF: 


Canada is actually matching up quite well on a relative basis...the recession was 
not too deep, they haven't had a financial crisis to the extent that the U.S. has had or 
the Europeans are having it. And so all in all Canada is actually doing quite well. 


However, it is vitally important Canada maintains our hard-earned 
fiscal advantage that underpins the confidence that investors around 
the globe have in Canada and which encourages job growth. 
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That is why our stimulus spending was temporary and targeted, 
without jeopardizing Canada's long-term fiscal advantage. 


In budget 2010 and 2011, we started the process of returning to 
balanced budgets by doing such things as closing tax loopholes and 
launching a comprehensive review of government spending to 
improve efficiency and effectiveness. 


Our Conservative government has been very clear and consistent 
that we will not raise taxes or cut transfers to other levels of 
government in support of health care and social services, like the 
shameful record of the Liberals in the 1990s. 


As the member for Kings—Hants, the current Liberal finance 
critic nonetheless, publicly declared, the Liberal government 
balanced its books by slashing transfers, provinces have been put 
in serious fiscal peril because of this irresponsible slashing. 


Unlike the tax and spend NDP, our Conservative government is 
focused on creating the right conditions for jobs and long-term 
economic growth. Budget 2011, the next phase of Canada's 
economic action plan, will invest in the key drivers of economic 
growth: innovation, investment, education and training. It will seek 
to foster an environment in which all Canadians contribute to and 
benefit from a stronger economy. 


Unfortunately the NDP voted against the next phase of Canada's 
economic action plan and its important investments. 


Let us take some examples. Investment in innovation, education 
and training. Let me expand on that because it is important that the 
NDP understands just exactly what it voted against. The NDP has a 
motion here today but it does not know what it actually voted 
against. 


In looking to the future, it is important to help develop and attract 
talented people to strengthen our capacity for world-leading research 
and development, and to improve the commercialization of research. 
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Since forming government in 2006, each successive budget we 
have tabled has demonstrated our Conservative government's 
commitment to implementing our science and technology strategy, 
and our ongoing determination to invest significant amounts in 
research and development, while encouraging the partnerships with 
the private sector that can turn promising concepts into ground- 
breaking applications. 


In my own riding of Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo, for 
example, the Thompson Rivers University received almost 
$900,000 from our government last month to purchase a low- 
temperature incubating facility. It is a very long and complicated 
piece of equipment, but it is really focused on meat research and 
development. It will help many local small and medium-sized 
enterprises that are closely linked to the agriculture, bioproduct and 
natural resource sectors in the B.C. interior and beyond. 


Programs such as the Vanier Canada graduate scholarships, the 
Canada excellence research chairs, and the recently announced 
Banting post-doctoral fellowships program cover the full spectrum in 
attracting, retaining and developing world-class talented researchers 
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in Canada. We had the brain drain not so many years ago, and that is 
reversing. 


The research these programs support, and the researchers they 
develop, will help sustain Canada's economic advantage well into 
the future. 


However, we understand more needs to be done to ensure Canada 
is the leader in research and innovation to succeed in the global 
knowledge economy. 


That is why the next phase of Canada's economic action plan will 
build on earlier investments by providing significant new resources 
to advance a digital economy strategy, strengthen Canada's global 
research leadership, and support the commercialization of research 
by fostering business innovation. 


Some examples are: $80 million to support collaborative projects 
between colleges and small and medium-sized businesses. that 
accelerate the adoption of information and communications 
technologies; $53.5 million to expand the Canada excellence 
research chairs program; and $60 million to promote increased 
student enrolment in key disciplines related to the digital economy. 


The Canadian Federation for the Humanities and Social Sciences 
praised these investments, declaring they will “substantially boost 
Canada's capacity for research and innovation”. Amazingly again, 
the NDP voted against every one of those investments in research 
and development. 


This takes us to another area, support for industries and 
communities. In planning for the future, we should not overlook 
the traditional industries working hard to adapt to an increasingly 
competitive global marketplace. 


The next phase of Canada's economic action plan gives significant 
support to the long-term competitiveness of vital sectors in regions 
and communities across Canada. 


For example, in recent years, the forestry sector has taken 
important steps to embrace innovative technologies and transition to 
higher value activities. 


Government investments are helping the forestry sector to 
accelerate its transformation and to enhance its long-term future, a 
goal that is particularly important for many of my constituents. 


The next phase of Canada's economic action plan takes additional 
action to support the transformation of the forestry sector by 
providing $60 million to help forestry companies innovate and tap 
into new opportunities abroad. This funding will support the 
development of emerging and breakthrough technologies for the 
forestry sector through the transformation technology program. 
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It will also help forestry companies to diversify and to expand 
their markets through the value to wood prograin, the Canada wood 
export program, and the North American wood first initiative. Little 
wonder the Forest Products Association of Canada said of the next 
phase of Canada's economic action plan: 


This Budget continues the process of developing a policy framework aimed at 
fostering innovation and the type of strategic investments needed for the Canadian 
forest products industry to lead the world. This will bolster rural communities and 
protect jobs, strengthen the economy and advance Canada's environmental 
reputation. 


Stunningly, again, the NDP voted against helping the forestry 
sector. 


With regard to agriculture, our government is taking important 
steps to support a strong and competitive agricultural sector. It is 
important that it remains on the cutting edge of innovative science 
and technology. 
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Effective management of plant and animal diseases serves to 
reduce the likelihood of future outbreaks, which can have a 
significant economic impact on production and the livelihood of 
producers. We just have to look at BSE and what happened there. 


The next phase of Canada's economic action plan proposes 
measures that will support innovation and the long-term profitability 
of this key sector. Here are some of the things we are going to do. 


We will provide $50 million for an agricultural innovation 
initiative to support knowledge creation and increase commerciali- 
zation of agricultural innovation; 


We will extend the initiative for the control of diseases in the hog 
industry and provide $24 million to complete initiatives directed at 
national biosecurity standards; 


We will provide $17 million for a management and monitoring 
strategy to contain and prevent the spread of the plum pox virus, and 
much more. 


It should not come as a great surprise that organizations like the 
Canadian Cattlemen's Association were supportive of budget 2011. 
It stated that it: 


—appreciate[d] the Government of Canada's focus on research and innovation in 
the agricultural sector— 


It went on to say that these are areas that are: 


—crucial to the long-term competitiveness of the Canadian cattle industry. 


Again, the NDP, disappointingly, voted against helping Canada's 
agricultural sector. 


I would like to speak now about the Canada-India research centre 
of excellence. For these and all sectors, the trend toward 
globalization and foreign investment provides many benefits to 
Canada and it is important to adopt policies that encourage trade and 
investment. 


Emerging economies such as India, for example, are increasing 
their capacity to undertake advanced research that can make 
important economic and social contributions around the world. 
Canada is going to benefit from stronger links with researchers and 
institutions in India by partnering to produce new ideas that create 
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economic opportunities, while developing and attracting highly 
skilled personnel. 


The next phase of Canada's economic action plan proposes $12 
million to help establish a new Canada-India research centre of 
excellence. This centre is going to lever the considerable relation- 
ships that already exist between post-secondary institutions, 
researchers and students in Canada and India for the benefit of both 
countries. As the University of Alberta president, Indira Samar- 
asekera, asserted, this investment supported “the goal of reaching the 
world, of promoting Canada's international brand”. 


Unbelievable as it might seem, although no surprise, the NDP 
again voted against it. 


As I have already demonstrated, our government responded 
quickly to the global economic downturn with our economic action 
plan by taking decisive steps to protect incomes, create jobs, ease 
credit markets, and help workers and communities get back on their 
feet. Part of this plan was an investment to improve infrastructure in 
the communities across the country. 


Now, with the next phase of the economic action plan, we are 
proposing targeted investments in infrastructure. 


The plan includes: working with the provinces, territories, the 
Federation of Canadian Municipalities and other stakeholders on the 
development of a long-term plan for public infrastructure, and that is 
beyond the building Canada plan; legislating a permanent annual 
investment of $2 billion in the gas tax fund to provide predictable 
long-term infrastructure. Again, that was in the last budget. My 
municipalities are absolutely delighted with that secure investment 
into infrastructure. Providing up to $150 million to support the 
construction of an all-season road between Inuvik and Tuktoyaktuk 
that completes the Dempster Highway, connecting Canadians from 
coast to coast; And providing $228 million to fund repairs and major 
maintenance on federal bridges in the greater Montreal area to ensure 
that the bridges continue to serve the needs of the commuters while 
meeting the highest safety standards. 


A more local example was $4 million to build the new transit 
centre in Kamloops and over $900,000 to the Kamloops airport to 
improve safety features. Again, that is very important in my riding. 


The list just goes on. As the Federation of Canadian Munici- 
palities stated that budget 2011 “makes it clear: strong commu- 
nities—with quality infrastructure—are essential to a strong 
economic future”. 


Yet again, the NDP voted against it. 
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Just as planning by our Conservative government before the 
recession meant a softer landing than many other countries have 
faced, so too will the low-tax economic policies we are now taking 
enable us to have a strong economy well into the future. 


In every region of Canada, families and businesses are paying less 
tax and unemployed workers are receiving better support and new 
training. Major job-creating infrastructure projects are improving the 
quality of life in communities while creating new jobs. Colleges and 
universities are benefiting from new investments. 


Canadians can rest assured that our Conservative government 
believes that encouraging investment and economic growth is the 
best way to create jobs and a brighter future for Canadians. It is what 
Canadians expect of us and it is what we must deliver. 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, that was a well-prepared speech. I sit with the member 
on the finance committee and I look forward to the information she 
brings forward. 


In Canada right now the unemployment rate is at 7.5%. A lot of 
Canadians are sidelined and unable to contribute to the economy. In 
committee we heard that about $5 billion is being kept back by 
corporations because they fear the banks are tightening up, and we 
are having difficulties. The committee heard from Glen Hodgson 
from the Conference Board of Canada, who said that this was not the 
time for the government to step back from our economy but the time 
to invest in it, because the private sector is refusing to and Canadians 
cannot. 


I would like to hear her comments on the concept of the 
government stepping forward and taking a lead in this very nervous 
time. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, it has been a pleasure 
working with my hon. colleague in terms of both the pre-budget 
consultations and the finance committee. 


What we perhaps need to recognize is that all the programs and 
opportunities that I have just talked about are in the budget. These 
are in phase two of the economic action plan. It is hardly an austerity 
program when we maintain increased health care spending to the 
provinces. It is hardly an austerity program when we maintain our 
transfers for social services and education. 


Like everyone, we want the employment numbers to improve. The 
best way for employment numbers to improve is for businesses to 
have confidence and be competitive in a worldwide environment 
where they are going to want to spend their hard-earned money. The 
finance committee this morning heard about the importance of 
having a really competitive tax environment for businesses to invest 
in. 
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Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
when I reflect on the government's policy, in terms of priorities it 
was not that long ago when it said its first priority was to give huge 
tax breaks to corporations. 
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I listened to the member speak. We were talking about jobs and 
the need to create and generate jobs here in Canada. The government 
seems to be downplaying infrastructure jobs. 


My question to the member is this: does she not recognize that, 
depending on what government does with its potential to generate 
revenue and how it spends its money, in certain areas more jobs can 
be created through creating infrastructure than by handing down a 
tax break or something of that nature? In fact, a good way to increase 
the number of jobs is through infrastructure and construction jobs. 
Sometimes investing in infrastructure programs will deliver more 
jobs than a corporate tax break. Would she not agree with that? 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, again I have to reflect back on 
what has happened over the last couple of years, when extraordinary 
support was given for infrastructure across Canada. In my riding, 
there were roads, sewers and water. There were unprecedented 
expenditures in that area. 


- I also look at what is happening going forward with the building 
Canada fund. That fund still exists and is something that 
municipalities look forward to. Let us not forget about the gas tax. 
For the first time, municipalities are going to have a source of 
revenue for their infrastructure that they can count on. 


We absolutely believe that infrastructure is important; we also 
believe it is critical to have a competitive tax environment to create 
jobs in this country. 


[Translation] 


Mr. John Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 
Sky Country, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I have a question related to the 
one just asked by the Liberal member. 


[English] 


Bertrand Russell said that not only does the heart affect language, 
but language affects the heart. 


Time and again we hear our colleagues across the floor talking 
about these tax breaks as if people are giving money to corporations. 


I would ask my colleague to remind us that these companies, 
which create jobs, are still paying taxes, and the more revenues they 
make, the more taxes they pay so that government services can be 
provided. 


I know it is a very simple thing, but I think that thought gets lost in 
their rhetoric. Perhaps the member could elaborate on that. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, that is a very important 
question. It not only is about the industries putting back, but people 
also often do not follow what happens with the profits from our 
corporations. Those profits from our corporations are part of what 
funds our Canada pension plan and part of what funds the 
investments of our grandmothers' RRSPs. They count on companies 
that are successful in Canada. 
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If companies are profitable and can make more money, they pay 
more taxes. Ultimately, what we have to ask is what happens to those 
profits, and they help everyday Canadians in many ways. 


Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
in her statement the member suggested that the Conservative 
government is investing heavily in research and development, and 
we applaud that investment. I do not remember voting against it, 
though I know the government bundled it all together into a big 
thing. When it bundles things together and says we voted against 
specifics, it is difficult. 


My concern, though, is that the member referred to the forest 
industry being given $60 million to innovate and tap into new 
opportunities abroad. We know there is a lot of research and 
development done in Canada, and there are examples in Canada of 
research and development being done in the country and the 
manufacturing being done outside the country. The best and the most 
heinous example of that is Nortel, and we know where that went. 


What do you say to that kind of approach? Is it right to be 
spending the money on R and D here and, then shipping the jobs 
elsewhere? 
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The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): I would like to 
remind all hon. members that comments and questions are directed 
to the Chair and not to their colleagues. I know this is an unusual 
structure for some. 


The hon. parliamentary secretary. 
Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, I think there are two 


important things to look at here. One is that the Forest Products. 


Association of Canada put the highest priority on that particular fund 
in terms of encouraging innovation. 


When I talk about abroad, I am talking about the development of 
markets. One of the companies in my riding of Kamloops— 
Thompson—Cariboo, for the first time ever, was looking to ship its 
products over to China. We are talking about expanding markets, 
which is absolutely critical for our forestry industry and its ability to 
innovate at home. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Robert Aubin (Trois-Rivières, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the member for her presentation. I would like to reassure her and say 
that the fact that we do not vote with her every time does not mean 
that we do not understand the government's proposals; it means that 
we believe that we can do better by doing other things. In this regard, 
I read a study about inequality released this summer by the IMF. It 
indicated that the more equitable the distribution of income, the 
longer and the more stable the periods of economic growth. 


In light of this study, I would like to know how the member 
justifies ‘the government's policy, which consists of giving gifts to 
big business, gifts that end up in investors' pockets and not in our 
country's economy. 


[English] 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Mr. Speaker, again I thank the member for 
asking what I think is a very important question. 
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The best thing we can do for Canadians to change the distribution 
of wealth is to create jobs. That is what phase two of our economic 
action plan would do. We know that providing people with 
opportunities to have the jobs they want and need is the best thing 
we can do for Canadians and for the economy. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, first, I would like to mention that I will 
share my time with my colleague from York South—Weston. You 
will no doubt be happy to know that I will not be reading from a 
newspaper today, so I should not have any problems with this 
speech. 


I know that this debate has to do with the economy and job 
creation. I am going to assume that our colleagues on the 
government side are interested in creating jobs. We are as well. 
However, what we hear a lot from the government is rhetoric, 
slogans or mantras claiming that there is a direct correlation between 
tax cuts—particularly corporate tax cuts—and job creation. 


Let us be clear. There are a number of ways to create jobs. There 
are a number of ways for the government to stimulate the economy 
and create jobs. Tax cuts may be one way, but there are also other 
ways, such as investing in infrastructure, redistributing wealth or 
making direct investments to benefit low-income households or the 
unemployed. All of these measures will have very different effects 
on economic recovery and economic stimulus. These are effects that 
can be assessed, and this has been done by the Department of 
Finance, so by a government department. 


A few of these measures were evaluated based on their 
multiplying effect on the economy. For example, the Department 
of Finance determined that for each dollar of corporate tax cuts, 
approximately 30 extra cents would be added to the GDP. That is the 
least effective measure of the six evaluated by Revenue Canada. One 
of the most effective measures involves direct help for the poorest 
households or the unemployed; for each dollar invested this way, 
$1.70 is added to the GDP. In terms of infrastructure investments, 
$1.60 is added to the GDP for each dollar invested. 


And for measures related to housing investments, $1.50 in 
economic growth is generated for each dollar invested. These 
measures have very different effects. Some are more successful and 
promising than others. Corporate tax cuts are the least promising and 
successful. 
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This is easy to understand. Direct measures to help low-income 
families and the unemployed generate so much economic growth 
because the money is immediately invested in the economy. 
Households need this money to invest directly because they have 
no money to save. It is invested directly into the economy. Investing 
in infrastructure or housing is just as easy to understand. It creates 
direct jobs and allows private businesses to benefit from infra- 
structure to make the economy work. 


These three measures have direct, positive impacts on the 
economy. When it comes to reducing income tax, the impact is 
extremely weak. Can corporate tax cuts help the economy? In certain 
cases, yes. Take, for example, a private business that does not have 
the cash needed to make investments. It wants to invest in the 
economy but does not have the money to do so. At that point, 
income tax and corporate tax cuts will generate the money it needs to 
be able to invest. 


However, that is not the current reality. The liquid assets the 
private sector currently has available, in dividends, investments or 
funds set aside, have increased, going from $157 billion in 2001 to 
$477 billion today. Let me be clear: Canadian companies are 
currently sitting on a mountain of $477 billion. That is money they 
could be investing. It is an increase of $320 billion in 10 years. Of 
that $320 billion, I would like to specify that roughly $120 billion 
comes, once again, from the Canadian public purse through the 
corporate tax cuts enacted by the previous Liberal and Conservative 
governments. 


What are the corporations doing with this $477 billion? They are 
not investing it right now. Why not? There are a number of reasons 
that we will not necessarily get into at this time, but the economic 
context is such that they have decided not to invest. 
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What impact will corporate tax cuts have on the Canadian private 
sector? They will not lead to more investment. If the profitable 
corporations are currently not investing, if they find the current 
context not suitable for investing the $477 billion they have today, 
not to mention the additional revenue they will earn, then they will 
see no additional reasons to invest. 


That is why corporate tax cuts are not the best approach in the 
current Canadian economic context. However, it is the only 
significant way the government has found, with what it calls the 
low tax agenda, to stimulate the Canadian economy. The Department 
of Finance has clearly stated that corporate tax cuts have no impact 
on job creation. The proof is in budget 2009, budget 2010, but not in 
budget 2011. We can presume that the government was too 
embarrassed to add those cuts in budget 2011. Budgets 2009 and 
2010 clearly show that corporate tax cuts have no impact on job 
creation. I repeat: they have no impact on job creation. And the 
government has no proof that a single job has been created as a result 
of its corporate tax cut initiative. 


What impact will this have on the Canadian treasury? We are 
talking about a loss of $4 billion to $6 billion this year. That is a loss 
of approximately $10 billion to the Canadian treasury over two 
years. That $10 billion was not invested; rather, it has helped to build 
the mountain of cash on which private companies are now sitting. In 
the past 10 years, we are talking about a net loss of $120 billion to 
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the Canadian treasury. This money could have been invested in 
infrastructure rather than transferred to companies where it is not 
doing any good. . 


We are currently talking about an infrastructure deficit of 
approximately $100 billion. The hon. members for Quebec know 
that there are striking examples in Montreal. We need to invest to 
replace the Champlain Bridge. This summer, we saw the news about 
the Ville-Marie tunnel; this is symptomatic of the state of our 
infrastructure. This type of problem exists in the larger centres and in 
my riding of Rimouski—Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Basque, 
where I spent the summer meeting with municipal councils. I have 
39 municipalities in my riding and most of them need infrastructure, 
whether it be recreation centres, new municipal offices, road 
infrastructure or water systems. There are pressing needs. We are 
talking about $100 billion for Canada. 


According to Revenue Canada's figures, the money that is 
currently being given to companies so that they can add it to their 
mountain of cash—the money that is not being used for anything— 
could be invested in a more beneficial manner. 


Let us be clear. If companies want to invest, they can do so. They 
are currently in a position to invest but they choose not to do so. 
They are not going to choose to invest more and create jobs if they 
are given tax breaks such as the ones the federal government gave 
them in previous plans. 


According to the Department of Finance's figures, the NDP's 
program is much more effective in terms of stimulating the economy 
and creating jobs. We are talking about investing in infrastructure 
and providing direct support to low-income households and 
unemployed workers. These are measures that will help to increase 
employment. The direction that the Conservatives are taking and 
their failure to act are putting us in an increasingly perilous situation, 
as demonstrated by the warnings from financial firms, banks and the 
International Monetary Fund, among other things. 


By adopting the NDP's plan, we would be going in the right 
direction; we would be creating employment and stimulating the 
economy. I would like to invite the government to go in this 
direction, specifically by voting in favour of the motion put forward 
by my colleague, the finance critic. 
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Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask a very clear 
question, and I hope our colleague can give us a clear answer. 


The NDP and our government clearly disagree when it comes to 
taxation. The NDP wants to raise taxes on Canadians, and we believe 
in lower taxes. This was demonstrated when our Conservative 
government reduced the GST twice, from 7% to 6%, and then again 
to 5%, thereby easing the tax burden on Canadian households. 
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The NDP voted against lowering the GST both times. It is even 
proud of its position. This is what the current NDP finance critic had 
to say: 


[English] 


“Cuts to the GST take us in the wrong direction. I am very proud 
that our caucus stood opposed to that”. 


[Translation] 


Is the NDP still proud of its vote against cuts to the GST? Does 
the NDP still believe that lowering the GST was a bad idea? 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased to answer this 
question because what she said is true. It is not just the NDP that has 
said so. Most serious Canadian economists have shown that if 
stimulus and economic recovery were the goal, lowering the GST 
was probably one of the least effective ways of achieving it. 


The Conservatives should have lowered income taxes, but we did 
not have that debate. Cutting taxes would have been a much more 
effective recovery measure. Decreasing the GST from 7% to 5% 
reduced federal tax revenues. This contributed in great part to the 
fact that, between 2006 and 2011, we slipped into the red: the federal 
government went from a $13 billion surplus to a deficit even before 
the recession. 


Cutting the GST was probably the worst measure that this 
government could have adopted. It was a purely political move that 
did nothing to stimulate the economy or promote recovery. 


@ (1550) 


Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to congratulate my colleague on his speech. 
I have a question to ask him about the government. 


As we know, the budget was tabled eight months ago, in February. 
The Conservatives seem to think that nothing has changed. In fact, 
last February, the world was in fairly good economic shape. Now, 
the opposite is true. The global economy has been dealt a serious 
blow. 


How can the Conservatives believe that a policy that was 
appropriate 10 months ago, is still appropriate today, when the 
circumstances have changed dramatically? 


Mr. Guy Caron: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for his very 
relevant question. 


I feel as though we are in Groundhog Day today. This situation 
reminds us of what we went through before 2008, when the federal 
government was hiding and denying that we were about to enter an 
economic recession. Today, the same government is still blind to the 
fact that we are about to enter a recession. It is not the NDP saying 
this. The majority of financial and economic institutions are saying 
that we are in danger of soon heading into a recession and that 
immediate, concrete measures to stimulate the economy are 
necessary. 


The Minister of Finance seems to have his head in the sand and, as 
he did during the previous recession, he is denying that there are 
problems that require solutions other than slogans or mantras. Some 
facts are even substantiated by his own department, so it appears that 
he does not read the documents. 
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Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the motion presented this morning by my colleague 
from Parkdale—High Park. I would like to thank her for her 
excellent work. I represent a riding which is a perfect example of the 
need for immediate action on the economy. The Conservatives say 
that they have a jobs plan and that it is working. That is just not true, 
and is nowhere more evident than in my riding. 


The riding was once the proud home to much of the Canadian 
manufacturing industry. As we have heard this week, Ontario has 
lost 300,000 manufacturing jobs in the recent years. York South— 
Weston had: Canadian Cycle and Motor Company; Moffat stoves; 
McClary appliances; Massey-Harris; de Havilland; Fruehauf; Scott- 
Woods; Canadian Gypsum; MacMillan Bloedel Limited; A.P. Green; 
Dominion Bridge Company; Ferranti-Packard; Kodak Canada; 
Levis; Crosley Radio and Television; Schnier; Carl Austin; Acme 
Screw and Gear; Pepsi-Cola; and lots more. They are all gone. 


Tens of thousands of good manufacturing jobs are now lost. Some 
companies went out of business, some went elsewhere in Canada 
and some began manufacturing in the U.S. or overseas to take 
advantage of cheaper labour. No one in the government did anything 
to try and stop them. Therefore, with all these jobs lost, what remains 
are service sector jobs at minimum wage or unemployment. 


My riding has 25% higher unemployment than anywhere else in 
Toronto and Toronto's unemployment is already higher than the 
national average, currently at 8.9%. Cuts to Service Canada offices 
in such a needy area will make the difficult task of accessing 
employment insurance and other services provided by these offices 
even more so. 


In addition, my riding is home to a population which is nearly 
60% immigrant and over 10% of the people in my riding are not yet 
Canadian citizens. Immigrants have a much more difficult time 
finding work, as language and other barriers are more difficult to 
climb for them. Recent cuts to immigrant services by the 
Conservatives has had a devastating impact on settlement service 
agencies and other community agencies that assist these immigrant 
populations. Further cuts by the government would make an already 
intolerable situation much worse. 


The government frequently points to its record in infrastructure 
spending as having successfully reversed the recent recession. It is 
not so in York South—Weston. 
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First, there was virtually no infrastructure spending in my riding. 
Most of the projects were for the city of Toronto to replace some 
water mains. The total spending was well under $5 million and well 
under the $50 million spent in Parry Sound—Muskoka. We received 
perhaps 100 temporary jobs, no permanent infrastructure jobs. That 
did not make much of a dent in the 7,000 or so people who are 
currently unemployed in the riding. | 


The spending spree is over but the problem persists. The 
unemployed in my riding sometimes are lucky enough to find jobs 
outside the riding. However, without investment and transit 
infrastructure, these folks spend as much as four hours each day 
commuting to work. Plans for a new light rapid transit system were 
recently shelved and the federal government did not offer any 
contribution toward its construction. 


Here is a great example of where the government could be 
creating local employment and helping the economy of Canada 
generally. I have long advocated the use of electric trains for regional 
rail services in Toronto. The government could both contribute to 
greenhouse gas reduction and economic development by providing 
infrastructure funding for electrification of rail services. The current 
plans for diesel trains, some of the money coming from the federal 
government, has neighbourhoods angry. Provincial leader Andrea 
Horwath of the NDP has made electrification of rail services a part of 
her strategy for carrying Ontario forward. She said: 


New Democrats won’t put people’s health at risk by sending dirty diesel trains 
through people’s backyards. We'll take a new, cleaner, greener approach and use 
electric trains from the get-go. 


We would like to see that part of the strategy for moving Canada 
forward. Therefore, we continue to have productivity sapping road 
congestion with no alternative and no vision for one. 


The national public transit strategy put forward by my colleague 
from Trinity—Spadina is a way to encourage the Conservative 
government to take a more active role in helping build the 
infrastructure we need and create jobs. Cutting back on public 
transit funding, if that is part of the upcoming austerity plan, is 
taking Canada backward. 


@ (1555) 


A huge proportion of the unemployed in the riding are young 
people. For them, the unemployment rate is significantly higher still. 
None of the measures put in place by the government has helped 
them secure family-supporting jobs. 


These kids are part of a group that service agencies call “the Mike 
Harris generation”. They are the kids whose mothers and fathers 
were punished by the Conservative government in Ontario in 1995 
with huge cuts to their support systems. These kids have learned that 
governments are the enemy, that governments punish them not help 
them. In desperation, some of these kids turn to criminal activities. 
The government's answer is to build jails. That way at least part of 
the social housing crisis would be taken care of. 


What is wrong with Conservative economic policies is that they 
are not forward looking. Steady as she goes, doing the same thing we 
did last year allows other countries the opportunity to leapfrog over 
Canada in the race to be on the leading edge of economic growth. 
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For example, we all know that carbon-based fuels are a finite 
resource. We are all concerned about air pollution and climate 
change caused by burning fossil fuels in ever-increasing quantities. 
We all know that creating and harvesting alternative sources of 
energy as well as becoming more energy efficient will be important 
activities for any country to move forward. However, the 
Conservatives will soon end the energy efficiency credits for 
homeowners yet they have done nothing to spur investment in green 
energy technology. 


There are huge demands for windmills and solar panels but most 
are built in other countries. We are not investing in Canadian-made 
electric trains for regional and long distance service. We should be 
leading the way. That requires decisive action by the government. 


Many of my constituents are seniors living on fixed incomes. 
Their costs keep rising. They would love to make their homes more 
energy efficient. The jobs that might be created to do this work 
would be sorely welcomed in the riding. However, the uncertainty of 
the assistance available from the government makes this another 
temporary solution. 


I recently met with the president of Greensaver, a Toronto-based 
energy retrofit company that pioneered the idea of an energy audit to 
show where savings would be best in a home. It assembled a team of 
trained workers to install solar water heating systems but had to lay 
them off when the government assistance dried up. Companies need 
predictable long-term programs not makeshift temporary plans. 


The Conservative government has made quite a few comments 
about how raising taxes on big businesses would kill jobs. That is 
not true. We are not asking for a raise in taxes, just to reverse the tax 
breaks. Tax breaks given to large corporations by the Conservatives 
have gone directly to increase the profits of those already profitable 
corporations. They are not creating jobs. In turn, these excess profits 
are used to line the pockets of the directors and shareholders of these 
corporations. These tax breaks are not linked to job creation but to 
increasing profits. If members do not believe me, here is a quote 
which backs up my assertion: 


The Leader of the Opposition has called for an increase in taxes on these very 
same enterprises from 15% to 19.5%. That means that the after tax profits, which 
come from these companies and go directly into the pension fund of the workers the 
member purports to defend, would be reduced. 


It does not state that jobs would be lost. Rather, it states that 
profits would be reduced. 


Who said that? It was the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the Federal 
Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario. 
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As my colleague from Beauharnois—Salaberry has stated, the 
NDP does not wish to raise taxes. We merely wish to reverse the 
Conservative tax giveaways to already profitable corporations. The 
government has admitted that its tax giveaways went directly to 
profit levels not to creating jobs. 


© (1600) 


Mr. John Weston (West Vancouver—Sunshine Coast—Sea to 
Sky Country, CPC): Mr. Speaker, yet again my colleague has 
shown the NDP acerbic skepticism toward profits as though profits 
were evil. He somehow uses a deft hand to say there is a difference 
between raising taxes and cancelling taxes that have been previously 
reduced. 


[Translation] 


I have a question for the member. Yesterday, the European 
Commission made a proposal to the 27 member states of the 
European Union concerning a new measure to tax financial 
transactions, which would mean that many common financial and 
banking transactions would be taxed. That is an idea that the NDP 
has traditionally supported. In fact, the NDP's industry critic and co- 
chair of the NDP caucus, the member for Burnaby—New 
Westminster, once introduced a bill to tax financial transactions in 
Canada. 


What does my friend, the member who just spoke, think about 
that? 


[English] 


Mr. Mike Sullivan: Mr. Speaker, the banking industry in Canada 
is already on very secure footing as the result of years of maintaining 
regulations. 


I know the Conservative government members opposite do not 
like regulations and would like less government. However, we have 
a.solid banking industry in this country. Part of the reason for that is 
all parties have resisted attempts by the banking industry to 
deregulate itself. When the banks wanted to merge we said no. 


With regard to the NDP hating profits, that is not the case. We 
understand that corporations need to be profitable in order to survive. 
They need to be able to show a return to their investors. 


We are concerned that already profitable corporations are being 
given a handout by the government's reducing the amount of taxes 
they pay. What happens when the government reduces the taxes that 
are paid by already profitable corporations? It does not create jobs, 
as the minister has agreed. It increases their profits and decreases the 
amount of money available in the Canadian revenue stream, which 
then increases the pressure on the government to either reduce 
services to Canadian citizens or to raise personal taxes in order to 
compensate by an equivalent amount, billions of dollars. 


We are opposed to that. 
© (1605) 

Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
the member made reference to the manufacturing industry. It is an 
industry that has been hit in terms of phenomenal numbers, tens of 
thousands, not only in Ontario but in provinces across the country. 


On the policy front, the Conservatives have dropped the ball on 
the buy America provisions. We encourage the Conservatives to take 
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a stronger stand because this has an impact on our manufacturing 
industry more than on any other industry across Canada. 


Would the member agree that a buy America policy hurts 
manufacturing jobs? The types of jobs the member referred to 
involve export to other countries, especially the United States. 
Therefore, when there is a buy America provision, it prevents 
consumers from purchasing those items that are important, that 
generate and create the types of jobs that he is talking about 
protecting. 


Would the member agree that the Conservatives have dropped the 
ball on that issue? 


Mr. Mike Sullivan: Mr. Speaker, I agree that the buy America 
policy will in fact hurt Canadian jobs. 


We have some buy Canada policies, particularly in the provinces. 
The Liberal government in Ontario has waived that policy for the 
purchase of diesel trains for the air-rail link in order to buy the trains 
from Japan. 


Ms. Peggy Nash (Parkdale—High Park, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
my colleague spoke earlier about the importance of infrastructure 
investment. He and I share neighbouring ridings. 


Could the member explain how important it is to have 
infrastructure investment in shovel-ready projects, for example, on 
clean electric trains in our neighbourhoods so that we do not have 
diesel trains running throughout our communities? 


Mr. Mike Sullivan: Mr. Speaker, the federal government 
launched a project some years ago to create a corridor through both 
of our ridings that would carry 464 diesel trains a day. 


Both the communities and the community activists have opposed 
the notion that diesel trains should be the way that these commuters 
would travel through our riding. 


We need action on the part of the federal government to support 
the creation of an industry that would build these electric trains and 
insist that this train corridor be serviced by only electric trains. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti (Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel, Lib.): 
Mr. Speaker, before I begin my speech, I would like to say that I will 
be sharing my time with the member for Markham—Unionville. 


Throughout the country, growth is slowing down, jobs are being 
lost and there is record unemployment among youth. A government's 
main task is to ensure prosperity, not only for our country, but also 
for every Canadian. No one should be forgotten. 


The Prime Minister believes his plan to rebuild our economy is 
very easy. It involves cutting corporate taxes and reducing the 
government's role. This means cuts and job losses, but the 
government should be focusing on preserving and creating jobs. 


As the party that put the Canadian economy back on track on the 
heels of poor Conservative fiscal management, we know what it 
takes to deal with a debt crisis and a deficit. It takes fiscal discipline 
along with growth and healthy revenues. In other words, people need 
to be working. 
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How do the Conservatives respond to all of this? They cut 
corporate taxes and the government's role. If you are worried about 
losing your job, the government thinks it is your problem. If you 
have already lost your job and cannot find another one, the 
government thinks it is your fault. 


Unlike this government, the Liberals are focusing on policies that 
ensure prosperity, growth and jobs. We are here to say, as has been 
said in other eras when unemployment was high and times were 
tough, that it is the government's responsibility to work with 
companies, large or small, to increase business opportunities, give 
hope, and provide more opportunities for change and development. 


Canada's economic prosperity has always depended on strong 
international trade. Under the Conservative government, Canada is 
now seriously lagging behind on the international scene. A 
significant rise in job creation will not come without a serious 
effort focused on international trade. 


Canada's trade deficit with the rest of the world was $753 million 
in July 2011. That was our fifth consecutive month with a trade 
deficit. Since January 2009, Canada has only had nine months of 
trade surpluses, but 22 months of trade deficits. 


The Conservatives' failure to act has led to a contraction of the 
Canadian economy at a time when we simply cannot afford it. Our 
real gross domestic product fell by 0.1% in the second quarter. This 
latest decline in the GDP is a good indication of the ineffectiveness 
of the Conservative plan, which focuses too much on corporate 
handouts that are not reinvested, instead of focusing on Canadians 
and their needs, such as job creation, education, professional training 
and health care. 


Young people are especially affected by the government's failures 
and its inaction when it comes to the things that matter the most. 
Statistics on the high youth unemployment rate this summer prove 
that this government did nothing to create the jobs students needed 
precisely when they were trying to save money for the upcoming 
school year. 


This summer, for instance, the average unemployment rate for 
students aged 15 to 24 was 17.2%, up from 16.9% in the summer of 
2010. As a point of comparison, the unemployment rate in the 
summers from 2006 to 2008 was below 14%. 


Another sector that suffered this summer was tourism, which this 


Conservative government consistently neglected. Worse still, this | 


government even made decisions that were extremely detrimental to 
the tourism industry. We are already going through very tough 
economic times, and the Canadian industry cannot survive if this 
government brings in policies that undermine entrepreneurs. 


® (1610) 


From eliminating the GST visitor’s rebate, to hiking the air 
travellers’ security tax by 55% for foreign flights, to refusing to send 
a Canadian pavilion to Expo 2012, this government has done 
nothing but hurt Canada’s tourism Industry. Foreign tourism is a 
very lucrative source of revenue on which the various levels of 
government in Canada and hundreds of Canadian communities rely, 
and those communities deserve federal leadership to help bring 
tourists to our shores. 
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But the Conservatives' attack on employment extends far beyond 
tourism and young people. Small businesses have also been 
completely ignored by the Conservative government. Small and 
medium-sized business owners and municipal leaders are absolutely 
shocked that Canada will not have a presence in South Korea for 
Expo 2012, when South Korea is such an important trade partner for 
Canada. Our 2010 Expo pavilion in Shanghai saw over 6.4 million 
visitors and facilitated 46 high-level business meetings that 
generated many agreements and partnerships. 


The Conservatives prefer to ignore all that because making cuts is 
more important to them than maintaining and creating jobs. The lack 
of skilled workers, the need for more investment in infrastructure 
and the increasing burden of red tape are a constant source of 
frustration for small business owners. The only thing holding a 
number of them back from expanding is that they cannot find the 
skilled labour they need. What is more, after three years of promising 
to cut red tape, all this government has done is conduct another 
study. We need measures right now because Canadians need jobs 
right now. 


Since this government is more concerned with its ideological 
beliefs than the needs of Canadians, it is not surprising that the 
Conservatives have completely shirked their responsibilities in a 
number of recent developments with our trade partners, which could 
have an adverse effect on Canadian businesses and workers. 


The government was asleep at the switch when President Obama 
announced the provisions of his “Buy American” policy in his 
economic recovery plan earlier this month. It was taken by surprise 
even though, in two speeches before the bill was tabled, the 
President clearly indicated where his administration was headed. The 
so-called exemption for Canada in 2009 was clearly ignored in the 
$400 billion plan proposed by President Obama. The consequences 
for Canada will be serious and the Conservatives' incompetence in 
this matter is unacceptable. 


With the “Buy American” policy promoting the purchase of 
American products, country-of-origin labelling for agri-food pro- 
ducts, and the Canada-U.S. tax treaty, Canadian interests have been 
systematically ignored by the Americans and the Conservative 
government has not done its job. 


It is high time to focus on what is important: jobs. No miracle will 
save Canada from the troubling economic situation in which it finds 
itself. The government must invest in people, in our infrastructure, 
and in our capacity for research and development. The government 
must invest in helping needy Canadians rather than wasting 
taxpayers' money on punitive laws that will not make our streets 
safer and on fighter jets that Canadians do not need. 
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Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Mr. Speaker, I would like to congratulate the hon. member on 
his speech. 


The labour market is currently weaker than it was before the 
October 2008 crisis. The number of full- and part-time workers who 
are looking for full-time work has increased very rapidly. Quality, 
full-time jobs that allow families to make a living are very hard to 
find in many regions of the country. 


Can the hon. member tell us how things are going in his riding? 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti: Mr. Speaker, at the beginning of my 
speech, I gave some figures that showed that the unemployment rate 
across Canada has increased. In my riding, things are no different. A 
good full-time salary is not the same thing as a part-time one. If the 
full-time salary is not good, the part-time one is not going to be 
either. This is affecting people across the country. 


In my riding in eastern Montreal, we definitely have problems. 
People are working two or three jobs and are still not earning as 
much as they did at their regular job. We spoke today about jobs that 
were lost in the manufacturing industry—an important industry— 
and that have not been recovered. 

[English] 

Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague across the 
way for all that he has done in the House as a collaborative member. 
I make note of this because we had a very good relationship when 
the member was vice-chair of the finance committee. In fact, I miss 
our work together. It was enjoyable and very satisfying work. 


I want to bring to his attention today that my parliamentary 
secretary assistant, Sarah Pendlebury, is moving on and taking on a 
new adventure at Frontier College. I wanted to let him know, 
because we are talking about the economy and finance, that a valued 
member of our team is leaving and I want to give him the 
opportunity to respond to that, knowing that he had such a good 
relationship with all of us. 


© (1620) 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti: Mr. Speaker, I think that is the easiest 
question I have ever had and I cannot answer it. I thank the 
parliamentary secretary for her compliments. She is doing a great job 
and it as a result I think also of her assistants. It is unfortunate that 
one of her assistants is leaving. Hopefully, she will be replacing that 
assistant and not adding somebody else to the unemployment line. I 
am encouraging her to perhaps hire two or three and, hopefully, one 
of them will be a Quebecker. 


I thank the member once again for her good words. I hope to be 
back on the finance committee sooner than later. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would also like to thank the hon. member for the speech he just gave. 
Since I myself am also a member for the Montreal region, I would 
like to know what solutions he proposes to stimulate job creation in 
his riding in eastern Montreal in particular, as well as across the 
island of Montreal. 
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What sectors would he promote? What solutions does he propose 
to stimulate job creation? 


Mr. Massimo Pacetti: Mr. Speaker, in Montreal, there are no 
fences separating the ridings. Someone may live in one riding and 
work or go to school in another. 


I said that we must invest in education and work with the 
Government of Quebec. In my riding, the La TOHU organization 
offers jobs only to people who live in Saint-Michel. From time to 
time, the people from the organization ask for assistance from 
Service Canada, not because they need help to provide jobs, but 
because they are providing services to get young people off the 
streets. That is one example. 


For every dollar they receive from Service Canada, for every 
dollar invested by the Government of Canada, they can raise $4, $5 
or even up to $10. But this summer, the government cut its 
programs, not by 10% or 20%, but by 100%. It was very hard for 
them. 


That is one of the ways in which the Government of Canada could 
work with young people who live in Montreal. 


The Acting Speaker (Mr. Barry Devolin): It is my duty, 
pursuant to Standing Order 38, to inform the House that the 
questions to be raised tonight at the time of adjournment are as 
follows: the hon. member for Cardigan, Canada Revenue Agency; 
the hon. member for Sudbury, The Economy; the hon. member for 
Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor, Search and Rescue. 


Resuming debate, the hon. member for Markham—Unionville. 
[English] 


Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, it was not so long ago that I was talking about NDP 
economic policy. I used to use words like, “neanderthal”, “crazy” 
and “far left”, but I will confess that in the last little while, perhaps 
since the leadership of Jack Layton, its policies have become 
somewhat less neanderthal, somewhat less crazy, somewhat less far 


left and perhaps a little less crass. 


[Translation] 


I hope that my NDP colleagues will take those comments as a 
compliment, because that is how they were intended. 


[English] 


However, when I turn from the NDP to the Conservatives, I am 
afraid I will be a little harsher. 


[Translation] 


Perhaps before I do that, I should mention that the NDP motion 
makes a lot of sense and that the Liberals are happy to support it 
today. 
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As for the Conservatives, this triumphalist talk about the 
economic action plan, as if it has created every one of these 
600,000 jobs, which is what the Minister of Finance said today in 
question period, “the economic action plan which resulted in 
600,000 jobs”. 


Conservative parties usually have the motto “governments don't 
create jobs, the private sector creates jobs”. Here the Conservatives 
have put it on its head and claim responsibility that they have created 
every job. Does that mean that the Conservatives think that Canada's 
natural resources, the oil and metals in the ground that have helped 
our recovery, were created by the Conservative Party of Canada? 


@ (1625) 


[Translation] 


Do they think that the Conservative Party was behind Mr. 
Chrétien's measures in the 1990s? 


[English] 


Do the Conservatives think that Mr. Chrétien balanced the books 
and reduced the debt because of them? Do they think that Mr. 
Chrétien refused to deregulate banks and refused to allow bank 
mergers because of them, when they in fact were urging 
deregulation, which led to huge problems in the U.S. and the U.K? 


Mr. James Rajotte There are good mergers and bad mergers. 


Hon. John McCallum: It is crazy to be witness to Conservative 
Party members saying that the private sector, history and natural 
resources have absolutely nothing to do with the recovery, but that 
every job is due to them. 


I will get more to the point in today's situation. The budget was 
introduced in February of this year. We should think back to those 
long six month and how things have changed. It is now almost 
October, and even if the economic action plan in that budget of 
February 2011 was the right thing to do at that time, although I do 
not accept that, but even if it were, the whole world has changed in 
the last six months. Therefore, what was right in February 2011, is 
not right today in late September 2011. We should think back to 
February of this year. What was happening? The stock market was 
going up nicely. Now it has tanked by close to 20%. 


Everybody thought the U.S. economy was proceeding fine in 
those days, but now we see what has happened to the U.S. Every 
indicator points to bad news. We have dysfunctional politics south of 
the border. We have the crazy situation about the debt limit and the 
incapacity in the United States to act politically. Therefore, what was 
one thing in February is totally different and far worse, both 
economically and politically, today. | 


Let us look at Europe. Nobody was talking about the eurozone 
ending. Nobody was talking about Greece defaulting. Nobody was 
talking about European banks defaulting. However, that is exactly 
what they are talking about now. It seems that the European leaders 
cannot get their act together, cannot agree on what to do, so we have 
a real possibility of a really dangerous situation, both in Europe and 
in the United States. | 
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I will quote from an article in The Economist that came out just 
today. It is entitled “Be Afraid”. It states: 


But governments are not just failing to act; they are exacerbating the mess. 


My point is that if the government does not adopt something like 
what the NDP motion calls for, it will be not just failing to act, but 
exacerbating the mess. 


I will proceed further to talk about three people and institutions 
that agree with what I have just said, and they can hardly be regarded 
as raving socialists. 


First, the IMF went into countries, forced them to cut spending 
and were really mean to the small countries, et cetera. It is fiscal 
conservative. What does the IMF say? The new head of the IMF, 
Christine Lagarde, recently, in her opening speech to the annual 
meeting, said that what governments today should do is that they 
should have a medium term plan to balance the books and pay down 
debt, but, in the short run, they should take action to support jobs and 
the economy. 


She is the head of the IMF. The government should do what she 
said. We certainly have the room. We should take action to support 
jobs and the economy in the short run, while having a plan to 
balance the books in the longer run. 


We also have Sherry Cooper, the chief economist at Bank of 
Montreal. I used to be the chief economist at the Royal Bank and the 
golden rule for chief economists is to never ever criticize the federal 
government or the boss will get mad. Maybe her boss is mad at her 
but she spoke truth to power and said what was right. She said that 
the actions of the government were like the actions of Herbert 
Hoover during the Great Depression. We do not raise taxes or cut 
spending when times are super tough. That is what Herbert Hoover 
did and it caused the Great Depression. That is what the government 
seems to be poised on doing, unless it follows the advice that it is 
receiving today. 


I will talk about The Economist. Everybody would agree that The 
Economist is a small “c” conservative magazine. It is not raving 
socialist. It is fiscally very conservative most of the time. It 
understands that times are different, times are tough, times are 
extremely dangerous, so it has been urging for a number of weeks 
now the same thing as the head of the IMF and the same thing as 
Sherry Cooper. 
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They are saying that, during these difficult and dangerous 
economic times, it is not the time for governments to cut. It is the 
time for governments to support the economy. They are complaining 
that the problem we have is not just that governments are failing to 
act but that they are exacerbating the mess. 


I would conclude that these are unusual times and they are 
dangerous times from an economic point of view. I am not saying 
that the government's plan back in February was appropriate but it 
can make a case that it was. However, even if it were appropriate in 
February, it is not appropriate in September. Additional actions need 
to be taken unless the government wants to be part of the mess rather 
than part of the solution. 
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Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
hon. member for his speech and for his acknowledgement at the 
beginning. 


The important thing to recognize from that is that we need to work 
- together as parliamentarians. We have talked about that on this side 
of the House, that we would like to work with our colleagues on all 
sides to ensure we are working for families. 


I would like to hear the member's comments relating to the 
Department of Finance noting that infrastructure investment has 
more than five times the economic impact of corporate income tax 
cuts. It published this fact in the appendix of its budget in 2009. I 
would like to hear the member's comments relating to that statistic. 


Hon. John McCallum: Mr. Speaker, this may not be true in the 
longer term. What we are advocating is more infrastructure. I agree 
with the member that this provides significant bang for the buck. 


At the time of the election campaign, we wanted the corporate tax 
rate to be frozen at 18% for some time. It then went back down to 
16.5% and our position became to put it back to 18%. We think that 
would have been competitive. Other things that we had in our 
platform were of higher priority. 


I acknowledge that the election is over. I acknowledge that the 
Conservatives have a majority and there is not much likelihood that 
they will take what both of our parties advocated, in different ways, 
although the NDP's was more extreme than ours. That they will raise 
the corporate tax rate, whether to 18% or to something higher, I think 
is extraordinarily unlikely. I am not really making that a big part of 
the debate. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, most of the adjectives that 
the member for Markham—Unionville used at the beginning of his 
speech to describe NDP economic policy should apply to the 
position he has taken today. He has misrepresented the views of the 
IMF. He has misrepresented a leader published in today's The 
Economist, which makes it very clear that the fear and the danger are 
still coming from the lack of a clear, credible plan put forward by the 
countries forming the eurozone. 


Will the member not admit that the policies prescribed by the 
opposition motion, if implemented in Canada, are not those 
recommended by the IMF, they are not those recommended by this 
leader via The Economist, and they are not those that Canadians 
want us to be embracing? This is a debt crisis, as Prime Minister 
Cameron said in this House, and the only way to overcome it is to 
keep spending under control while stimulating growth and the 
creation of jobs, as our government has been doing very successfully 
for years now and even more successfully this year. 


Hon. John McCallum: Mr. Speaker, while the hon. gentleman 
might know a thing or two about Afghanistan, he clearly knows 
nothing about economics, because what he just said is absolute 
nonsense. He sounds like the Tea Party person. 


I read the speech by the head of the IMF very carefully. She 
clearly said exactly what I said. She said that in the short run we 
must focus on jobs and the economy and that in the medium run we 
must focus on balancing the books and paying down debt. She said 
that those who had room, and I do not think Greece has room but 
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Canada does, should take short-run action to support jobs and the 
economy. What he said on that is nonsense. 


I have just read two recent articles today from The Economist and 
they say precisely what I said. I said that the political leaders could 
not get their act together. I said that it was a political issue and that to 
solve the eurozone they needed political action, which is what The 
Economist said. 


However, The Economist has also set out in at least two articles 
that what we need also, in areas where there is room, for certain 
countries including Canada, is that they should take short-run action. 
That is the truth and I do not agree with anything that he said. 
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Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I will be 
splitting my time with the member for Beauport—Limoilou. 


I am very pleased to stand in the House today to speak to the very 
important motion put forward by the hard-working member for 
Parkdale—High Park. 


Although my Conservative colleagues continue to boast about 
Canada's economic recovery, more and more | am hearing stories 
from members of my community of Sudbury that times remain tough 
and that high-quality, well-paying jobs just are not there in the 
numbers that they used to be. 


Under the Conservative's stewardship of the economy, far too 
many of these family supporting jobs have been lost and Canadian 
households are increasingly feeling the squeeze of crippling 
household debt. Meanwhile, global economic instability and 
stagnation threatens already meagre economic growth in Canada. 


I will focus on the issue of Canada's infrastructure deficit and how 
strategic investment by the federal government can have a real 
impact on stimulating both short-term and long-term economic 
growth. 


Whether it is the Champlain Bridge linking Montreal with the 
South Shore or crumbling roads and sewage systems in my riding of 
Sudbury, it is clear that Canada is in desperate need of a major 
nationwide infrastructure-building project. 


In Laval, Quebec, in 2006, we saw first-hand what can happen 
when we allow infrastructure to deteriorate beyond the point of 
repair. Five people were killed, including a young child, when a 
highway overpass collapsed. Just last month, we also witnessed 
issues related to falling debris on a Montreal highway, leading to its 
closure and ultimately resulting in additional traffic congestion and 
additional delays for commuters and businesses. 


Is the government prepared to wait until we see a major bridge 
collapse, like the one in Minnesota in 2007, to take action? 
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This seems to be an extremely opportune time for the government 
to invest in a national infrastructure project. Interest rates remain at 
an historic low, making public infrastructure investment less 
expensive than it would have been in the past. Why is the 
government not undertaking such an initiative now while money is 
cheap and Canadians desperately need jobs? After all, the 
Department of Finance itself has noted that infrastructure investment 
has more than five times the economic impact of corporate income 
tax cuts. In fact, it published this fact in the appendix of budget 2009. 


Why, then, is the Conservative government pursuing an economic 
avenue that neglects infrastructure and focuses, instead, on giving 
corporate handouts to Bay Street executives in the form of corporate 
tax cuts? Why not strategically focus on infrastructure investment, 
something that would produce jobs in all regions of the country 
immediately? 


I am also very curious as to how the Conservatives propose 
strategic review will affect employees in the public sector. 


In my riding of Sudbury, the Canada Revenue Agency is a major 
presence and is truly one of the vital employers in our region. 
Staffing cuts at this CRA facility would have large-scale negative 
effects on the greater community and the economic spinoffs 
associated with the CRA facility are numerous in my community 
of Sudbury. 


Sudbury's economy is still recovering from the year long strike at 
Vale. I fear that should layoffs occur at the CRA Sudbury site, they 
will have extremely negative consequences for small businesses that 
rely on these public sector employees to maintain their bottom line. 


I have similarly grave concerns over staffing levels at the Sudbury 
Service Canada office, which is another important employer in the 
riding that provides vital services to the members of my community. 


I, therefore, urge the Minister of Finance to immediately 
reconsider all actions that reduce the public sector contribution to 
the economy. The government should be taking a more flexible 
approach than it has been. Myself and many hard-working 
Canadians believe that the government should, therefore, reconsider 
its planned spending cuts, in light of global economic instability. 
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More and more often I am hearing from seniors who are unable to 
stretch their pension cheques to meet the inflationary increase in the 
cost of living. This is because the real value of the Canadian pension 
plan—the CPP, as most of us call it—is not keeping up with the cost 
of living, and many individuals who have invested in other pensions 
are seeing their value slip away as pension funds lose money in stock 
markets or try to change payout rules to shift the risk onto their 
shoulders. 


People who have paid into the CPP and have saved up for their 
retirement for all of their working lives are now finding that the rules 
of the game were always secretly stacked against them. The only 
way to ensure that all Canadians are adequately supported in their 
retirement is a phased-in increase in the CPP. 


Previously, the Conservatives indicated that they may be open to 
this option, but they have since turned their backs on this proposal. 
Despite the finance minister's refusal to seriously consider this 
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option, the proposal has a large amount of support, including support 
from a previous chief actuary of the CPP. Moreover, the CEO of the 
CPP Investment Board has said that the administrative costs of 
increasing the CPP would be lower than the private plan the Minister 
of Finance has proposed. 


We must now act to ensure that Canadian seniors are able to live 
without financial hardship. We cannot simply close our eyes to the 
issue, because it will only get worse as the next generation of 
Canadians begins to retire, increasing the percentage of Canadians 
receiving CPP. 


In conclusion, New Democrats are not talking about spending but 
investment: investment in targeted incentives for real job creators; 
investments in critical public infrastructure, such as roads, bridges, 
public transit and broadband Internet; and investing in the training of 
workers for the 21st century global economy. 


New Democrats know that now is the time to make strategic 
investments to promote economic growth and attack the jobs deficit. 
Now is the time to put partisanship aside and work together on 
pragmatic, practical policy solutions that encourage job creation, 
economic productivity and the kind of investment that builds 
expertise in the Canadian workforce. 


I challenge those on the other side of the House to work together 
with New Democrats to meet the expectations of Canadians 
struggling to make ends meet during tough economic times by 
reaching across the aisle to develop concrete long-term economic 
solutions that will be beneficial to hardworking Canadians. 


Hon. Steven Fletcher (Minister of State (Transport), CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, the member for Sudbury was talking about infra- 
structure. The federal government has invested $33 billion in the 
building Canada fund and $2 billion in the gas tax fund to 
municipalities. We have made historic investments in infrastructure, 
yet his party votes against all these measures. 


The member talks about the economy. He is from Sudbury, yet his 
party brought forward legislation in the last Parliament, Bill C-301 
and Bill C-311, that would essentially shut down the mining industry 
in Canada. 


If the member is serious about stimulating the economy, would he 
please support this government's initiatives, rather than voting 
against them? Would his party please stop bringing forward 
legislation or policies that would shut down the Canadian economy, 
particularly the very important mining sector? 
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Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Mr. Speaker, I was able to hear a good 
portion of the question from my hon. colleague the minister. If I do 
not answer it all, it is because I did not hear the first part of it. 


The minister mentioned Bill C-311 as having been introduced by 
the New Democrats. For clarification, that was not in the last 
Parliament. It was introduced by the Liberal Party, so not all of us 
were involved with that. , 
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In relation to what is happening right now, the minister talked 
about what was in the past. What we are talking about is now, and 
organizations like the BMO and the IMF are saying that right now is 
not the time for austerity budgets. What we have coming forward 
from the Conservative government is an austerity budget. We are 
going to be seeing cutting and slashing of programs when what we 
should be doing is investing in infrastructure and creating jobs to 
ensure that Canadians are working. That is what we on this side of 
the House are proposing. 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to pose a question on an important issue as I try to understand 
the NDP position on the whole idea of job creation. 


We in the Liberal Party have made that our issue coming into this, 
saying, “Jobs, jobs, jobs.” We hear that in terms of what the New 
Democrats are equally concerned about, yet there is a major policy 
decision with regard to the buy America provisions that were 
brought in. 


Could the member give a clear-cut answer with respect to whether 
the NDP supports the buy America provisions that were introduced 


in the United States recently, or does the NDP believe those. 


provisions are detrimental to the Canadian economy and that the 
government should fight to oppose them? 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Mr. Speaker, we recognize that Canada is a 
trading nation. I think it is very important to recognize that. 


When we say that, we always hear from the opposite side about 
free trade. What we always talk about is fair trade. We would like to 
see fair trade agreements. 


When we talk about the buy America procurement policies that 
are coming forward, we want to ensure that anything that is coming 
forward does not affect or hurt workers. We need to ensure, as we are 
all saying on this side of the House, that it relates to jobs, jobs, jobs. 


We need to ensure that any trade policy is fair and that we are 
protecting workers' rights. 


Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, to a significant degree small businesses are the backbone of 
Canada. 


We have huge tax cuts for large corporations—greater than any 
other country in the G8, as the Minister of Finance has bragged. 
However, a lot of that money is going to exorbitant CEO salaries and 
is being reinvested in the United States, whereas small business tax 
cuts would stimulate our economy and stay locally invested. 


I wonder if the member might like to add to that and comment on 
what we should be doing for small business. 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank my hon. 
colleague for the question and for all his work relating to small 
businesses in the last Parliament and in this Parliament as well. 


The question is bang on. What we should be looking at doing is 
supporting small and medium-sized businesses across the country. 
There are large corporate tax breaks for the large banks and the oil 
companies that are making billions and billions in profits, while the 
small mom-and-pop shops in our local communities are struggling to 
make ends meet. 
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We need to flip that. We need to ensure that our small businesses 
are getting the support they need. That is something we talked about 
during the last election and it is something we will continue to push 
for on this side of the House. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Raymond Côté (Beauport—Limoilou, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
it is an honour for me to speak in the House to support the motion 
from the hon. member for Parkdale—High Park. This motion is 
particularly important in this economic context, which is so difficult, 
dangerous and worrying for Canadians. Our fellow Canadians are 
overburdened with debt and are stuck in low-paying, precarious jobs 
that have limited prospects for the future. Unlike the rosy world this 
government repeatedly talks about, the reality is far different for 
most people. Prospects for the future are bleak for all of us. Here are 
some powerful examples. 


The Conference Board of Canada says that the gap between the 
rich and the poor in this country has been widening for the past 15 
years. And it is widening at a faster pace than it did in the United 
States over the same period, which threatens the fundamental 
Canadian values of justice and equality in our society. 


In addition, Charles Sirois, chair of the CIBC board, and Stephen 
Jarislowsky, a major Montreal investor, are worried about how 
dependent the Canadian economy is on the development and export 
of our natural resources. These two men, who have decades of 
expertise in global economic issues, believe that our economy—with 
its lack of diversity—cannot handle the challenges we face from 
emerging countries. 


In the wake of major American investor Warren Buffett's 
statement, highly respected businessman Jean Coutu also expressed 
his belief that there is a completely incomprehensible fiscal 
imbalance and, as a result, he pays too little in taxes as compared 
to the Canadian public. He is therefore calling on the government to 
make the tax system fairer and more equitable so that he can do his 
part. 


Contrary to this government, the NDP is advocating an economic 
approach that has worked for a long time. For a long time, the state 
has had a key economic role to play; to deny this is to turn a blind 
eye to the truth. Historically, we can see that periods that were the 
most economically successful in the long term achieved that success 
through major state intervention. When the state sets a strong and 
clear common goal of development, with rules of good governance 
and fairness on the markets, growth is impressive and sustainable. 


The thirty glorious years provide an excellent example of 
economic measures to adopt when the economy is going downhill. 
Let us remember that, during that period, taxpayers' dollars were 
used to rebuild Europe, develop infrastructure, strengthen companies 
in North America and implement universal social programs that, for 
a long time, guaranteed a solid education system, health benefits that 
were accessible to everyone and the opportunity for most to retire 
with dignity. 
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All this is threatened by the economic approach of this 
government, which is irrationally obsessed with its weight, to the 
detriment of overall economic health. To paraphrase the great 
economist John Kenneth Galbraith, if it were only money at stake, 
we would not necessarily have much to worry about, but the plight 
of the millions of people who will suffer as a result of the action 
taken by this government is a matter of very great concern. It must 
be the main focus of our concern. In other words, we see that there 
are two conflicting visions of the economy in this House: that of the 
government, where finance takes precedence over the individual, and 
that of the NDP, where the individual is the centre of the economy. 
This could boil down to a simple ideological debate but, even then, 
the inescapable reality supports the NDP's approach. 
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First of all, one of the founding fathers of economics, Adam 
Smith, after making a harsh observation about the reality of his time, 
condemned that reality by advocating a moral approach to economic 
issues, an approach that took human needs into account. But 
unfortunately, Adam Smith was taken hostage by a simplistic 
economic vision endorsed by the Chicago school, which under- 
handedly did away with Mr. Smith's conclusions, maintaining only 
the observation and establishing it as dogma. 


This sectarian approach has been very costly for many countries, 
especially in Latin America. Consider the example of Argentina, 
which went through a many lean years after applying measures 
similar to those proposed by this government. In addition, many 
Conservative governments in Canada have gone down paths similar 
to the one this government is taking, with disappointing and 
sometimes even disastrous results. To refresh everyone's memories, 
consider the following examples: the budgetary and economic trials 
and tribulations of the Diefenbaker government led to his defeat in 
1962, when the public deficit had ballooned after a series of tax cuts 
—what a surprise—and after the value of the Canadian dollar 
dropped considerably compared to the American dollar; the 
Mulroney government ended a nine-year reign with an abysmal 
deficit of $42 billion as the ugly result; some 20 years ago, the Grant 
Devine government in Saskatchewan left the province's finances in 
ruins. After that, an NDP government led by Roy Romanow took 
over and in the early 1990s, despite the burden it inherited, it 
accomplished the amazing feat of achieving the first balanced budget 
of any government in Canada, whether provincial or federal. 


The damage to the Conservatives’ reputation at that time and later 
was so great that they had to reinvent themselves under another 
name, the Saskatchewan Party. 


But the best example is the Ontario government of Mike Harris, 
which dismantled social programs and Ontario Hydro to the ongoing 
and costly detriment of the province's taxpayers. If we heed the 
debates raging in the current Ontario election campaign, the Harris 
legacy is still strong. The question is: do we want that kind of 
legacy? 


In another part of the world, in Denmark, where a social 
democratic government was recently elected after 10 years of a 
depressing coalition of the right obsessed with austerity and border 
security, the new left-leaning prime minister is going to invest more 
than $3 billion in her country's small, rich and egalitarian economy. 
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Despite the fact that it has few natural resources, and personal 
income taxes of up to 60% as well as a 25% sales tax, Denmark's per 
capita GDP is comparable to that of Canada. What is even more 
interesting is that employment rates for all age brackets are 
invariably higher in Denmark than in Canada. Denmark invests 
heavily in education, research and development, and in its 
workforce, whereas Canada relies too heavily on the abundance of 
its natural resources as justification for a laissez-faire attitude that 
puts us at the mercy of economic ups and downs. 


According to the Conference Board of Canada, the government 
must adopt an economic approach that concentrates on specializa- 
tion, that is the processing of goods, in order to control a larger 
portion of what is called the distribution chain. In short, our country 
exports too many raw resources for processing abroad. We recently 
came to an astounding realization: employment in manufacturing, 
which was previously significant, is rapidly decreasing. This 
realization only reinforces the NDP position: Canada's competitive- 
ness requires the diversification of activities and strategic support for 
sectors that create employment in order to ensure that the Canadian 
economy is not governed solely by the “invisible hand” of the 
market. 
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Ms. Hélène LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank my NDP colleague for providing us with a very 
interesting and informative overview of other models. 


Canada's situation is often compared to the situation in the U.S., 
but there are some very clear differences between the two countries. 
We are always inclined to want to imitate the U.S. model, even 
though it is not in line with Canadian values. 


The hon. member touched on the issue of the growing gap 
between the wealth of a few and the impoverishment of many in 
Canada. I would like him to elaborate on that point and explain the 
societal cost of this growing gap between the rich and the poor. 
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Mr. Raymond Côté: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my colleague 
for her question. 


I do not have enough time to sum up all the consequences major 
disparities have on a society. To take the U.S. example, in 
comparison with other more egalitarian societies in the world, many 
problems of all kinds are related to the low standard of living and 
low incomes, including health problems and problems entering the 
workforce. The larger the gap gets, the more we see the middle class 
disappear. It is a problem that is only going to get worse. It is 
currently not being addressed, even though it should be a priority for 
the future. 


[English] 
Mr. David Sweet (Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough—West- 


dale, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the NDP and this government are far apart 
on a lot of issues, but maybe no other issue as greatly as taxes. 
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In 2006 we promised the Canadian people that we would reduce 
the GST. We reduced the GST from 7% to 6%, and then to 5%, 
fulfilling our promise. However, the NDP actually voted against that 
reduction. Not only did it vote against it, but it said it was proud of 
the fact that it stood against it. Recently, the finance critic said, “Cuts 
to the GST:..They take us in the wrong direction. I am very proud 
that our caucus stood opposed to that direction”. 


I would like to ask the member this. Does he still take the position 
that New Democrats are proud that they stood against a tax reduction 
for ordinary Canadians to give them some relief? 


[Translation] 


Mr. Raymond Côté: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
asking that question, because reducing the GST and corporate taxes 
at the same time was a serious problem. It is taking us down the 
same path as the Diefenbaker and Mulroney governments and, to 
borrow an American example, the government of President Ronald 
Reagan. 


We must remember that taxes are a way to gather the means to 
achieve certain goals. Obviously, some people do not believe in that. 


By reducing taxes, the government lost out on a huge amount of 
tax income. Now the government has an enormous amount of 
catching up to do and I believe that this is a questionable way to 
justify cuts that would not be justifiable under other circumstances. It 
will lead to the loss of services and it will hurt ordinary people, not 
to mention the other long-term consequences for our economy. 


[English] 


Mr. James Rajotte (Edmonton—Leduc, CPC): Mr. Speaker, it 


is a real pleasure to take part in this debate today. I have been 
listening to a lot of it this afternoon and it has been quite an 
interesting discussion between two sides of the House. 


In defence of my colleagues in the NDP, it was interesting to hear 
the member for Markham—Unionville saying that the NDP had 
changed its position and had come to his side. In fact, the NDP has 
consistently held its view, but the Liberals have completely changed 
their position. The member for Markham—Unionville used to be in 
favour of lowering taxes as a way to stimulate jobs and create 
investments. Therefore, I think we should say that the NDP has been 
consistent and the Liberals have changed. The NDP may not be 
consistently right, in my point of view, but it has been consistent and 
I appreciate that. 


As we all know, this is a time of global economic turbulence. We 
are following the markets every day and, certainly in Europe, nations 
are in severe trouble because of their debt situations. There are 
countries like Greece that have taken on unsustainable levels of debt 
and are having a very difficult time dealing with it. We see the 
situation in the United States, which has not experienced the level of 
job creation that we have here in Canada, unfortunately, and it is 
obviously causing some real hardship for the world economy as 
well. 


We understand that, the finance minister understands that, and so 
does the Prime Minister. That is why the finance minister has been 
very active with his counterparts across the globe in terms of finance 
ministers and central bank governors. He and the Governor of the 
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Bank of Canada, Mark Carney, were recently in Washington for 
IMF, World Bank and OECD meetings. 


It has been necessary to respond to this global challenging time, 
especially to the global recession in 2008-09. There was a concerted 
response from OECD countries from the G20 both in terms of 
monetary policy and fiscal stimulus. That is certainly one reason 
why we argue that the situation here in Canada has been relatively 
better than the situation in most industrialized countries. 


To look at promoting job growth and job creation, which is what 
this motion talks about, we argue that we have a very strong record 
in that sense. We have created approximately 600,000 jobs. I should 
not say “we”. The private sector has created 600,000 jobs since July 
2009. In fact, if we look at the past year, there has been extraordinary 
job creation growth, especially in terms of full-time employment. 
There has been some very good numbers in terms of job creation. 


The member opposite was saying that it is not the government that 
creates jobs. However, it is the government that puts in place the 
policies that enable job creation to occur. It was the government, in 
November 2007, that introduced a long-term plan to reduce taxes for 
small and medium-sized businesses that enabled job creation to go 
forward. Actually, it was pressing in terms of timing because it 
enabled some measures to take place before we were hit by the fiscal 
crisis in 2008. 


We are very much focused on the economy. We are very much 
focused on growth. We are also focused on the prudent management 
of taxpayers' dollars. 


It is interesting to hear the.opposition talk about being in a period 
of austerity now; we were in a period of stimulus and now we are in 
a period of austerity. I would encourage them to reread the budget 
that was passed in June of this year. There are increases in this 
budget: 6% per annum to 2014 and beyond for health care; 3% per 
year for education and social assistance; research and development, 
which was praised by the Association of Universities and Colleges 
of Canada; clean energy research; and things like neurological 
research. There are some strategic investments going forward and 
there are many other measures that I will touch upon as well, 
especially with respect to small businesses. 


We understand that small businesses generate a lot of the growth 
in this country. We understand that they are the primary employers of 
people in this country and that is exactly why we have put in place 
certain policies. I would like to emphasize these policies, such as: 
reducing the small business tax rate from 12% to 11%; and raising 
the amount of business income eligible for that rate from $300,000 
to $400,000 to $500,000. | 
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We did that for small businesses to enable them to create more 
jobs. It enables them to keep more of their own revenues and to 
invest more for themselves, their business and their employees. As 
small businesses grow, they will also benefit from the reduction in 
the general corporate income tax rate, which will be 15% in 2012. 


@ (1705) 


There has been a lot of talk in the chamber about how these tax 
reductions only benefit certain types of companies, and we hear 
banks and oil companies mentioned all the time. 


It is important to note that if a business has an income above 
$500,000, that business will pay the higher federal corporate tax rate 
right now of 16.5%. A business with an income of $600,000 is not a 
massive enterprise in Canada. 


People need to understand it is not just about reducing tax rates for 
certain industries, whether it is oil and gas or the financial sector; it is 
about reducing it for every single business in this country that has 
business income above that $500,000 rate. I would hope all members 
would recognize that that includes a lot of small- and medium-size 
enterprises that we all admit are the primary generators of jobs in this 
country. That needs to be recognized. 


In terms of lowering business taxes, as I mentioned, the economic 
update in the fall of 2007, which basically laid out this five year plan 
for reducing taxes, was to ensure that we were competitive on a 
global basis. 


I would encourage members to go to the OECD website and look 


at the general corporate tax rates of certain countries. Countries like 


Chile, Sweden, and the Netherlands, countries that we are competing 
with, have tax rates very similar to ours. If we combine our federal 
tax rate of 16.5% generally with a provincial rate of about 10%, that 
totals 26.5%. We hope it will be 25% combined in January 2012. 
This makes us very competitive with a lot of these countries. 
Members should go to the OECD site to see where Canada fits in 
that. 


A lot of people across the aisle will say that the Americans have 
higher taxes on businesses than we do. Yes, they do, but in our view 
that is the wrong approach. They have a lot more loopholes and they 
have a higher overall tax rate. What we are doing as a government is 
lowering the overall rate but aggressively going after some of the 
loopholes, which I think some members on the other side of the aisle 
do support. If we want more jobs, if we want higher wages, if we 
want this business tax advantage, then we have to follow this 
approach. 


I did refer to the OECD in terms of where we fit in, but I would 
like to quote the OECD. It recently declared that Canada's corporate 
income tax reductions “should lower the cost of capital and buttress 
investment intentions. These advances...drive productivity gains and 
enhance employment prospects.” The fact is that the OECD has 
recognized what Canada has done and continues to do. 


I would like to return to what I was saying about what was in the 
budget that we passed in June. 


The first thing I would like to talk about is the hiring credit for 
small business. It is a hiring credit of up to $1,000 against an 
employer's increase in 2011 for EI premiums over those paid in 
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2010. This is a very important point. I suspect frankly that there are 
members on the other side of the House who support this initiative. It 
was brought forward by some very responsible groups, like the 


Canadian Federation of Independent Business, in terms of what we 


can do to assist these small businesses. 


This temporary hiring credit for small business will be available to 
approximately 525,000 employers whose total EI premiums were at 
or below $10,000 in 2010, which will reduce their 2011 payroll costs 
by about $165 million. This is very important. I would challenge 
members on the other side to indicate whether or not they support 
this initiative, and if not, why not. If they do support it, then they 
should consider supporting the economic action plan that we are 
putting forward. 


We have also taken a lot of action in terms of small business 
through business financing programs. I would like to highlight some 
of those initiatives. 


The Canada small business financing program supports about $1 
billion in loans to approximately 7,500 small businesses each year to 
either help them get started or to expand. Our government increased 
the maximum loan amount under this program from $250,000 to 
$500,000, of which up to $350,000 can be used for equipment and 
leasehold improvements. This is part of our economic action plan. 


This is important as well, because one of the main points small 
businesses will make is the challenge they face in terms of access 
and capital. They have raised it with all of us as their members of 
Parliament. They will often go to a financial institution and have a 
tough time either accessing capital or accessing it at a cost they can 
afford in order to expand their business or hire more people. This 
obviously helps those small businesses address that problem directly. 


We are doing more especially for small- and medium-size 
businesses. We are cutting red tape. 


@ (1710) 


As of 2009, we have eliminated almost 80,000 red tape 
requirements for small- and medium-size businesses. To build on 
that, earlier this year we launched the Red Tape Reduction 
Commission to find even more ways to reduce the burden of federal 
regulatory requirements on Canadian enterprises. 


In the next phase of the economic action plan, we have also 
included a number of additional initiatives, including support to 
make our BizPaL initiative permanent. This initiative enables 
businesses to go online to complete all their requirements. This 
online service significantly reduces the red tape burden on small 
business owners by allowing them to quickly and efficiently access 
the necessary permits and licences from all levels of government to 
operate their specific businesses. 
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Finally in this area, we committed that the Canada Revenue 
Agency will consult with the business community and key 
stakeholders to identify opportunities to further improve its services 
and reduce the administrative burden while respecting the overall 
integrity of the tax system. 


With all of these initiatives recognizing the importance of small 
business within the Canadian economy, it is no wonder that the 
president of the CFIB, Catherine Swift, has said: 


In this Year of the Entrepreneur, we give credit to the government for continuing 
to work to balance its books while finding important, low-cost ways to help small 
firms grow the economy. With measures focusing on reducing red tape, the 
introduction of an Employment Insurance (EI) tax credit and better transparency and 
accountability at Canada Revenue Agency (CRA), government took some important 
steps to enhance job creation and recognize the economic contributions of small 
businesses in Canada 


Our government has done this because we believe the best way to 
build a more competitive economy is to create a business 
environment that allows the large and small private sector businesses 
and employers who employ the vast majority of Canadians to 
succeed and to expand, not stand in the way of their success with 
high taxes and needless red tape. It is working and we should 
continue down that road. 


The IMF was mentioned by my friend across the way earlier. I 
would like to quote the IMF as well: 


Canada is actually matching up quite well on a relative basis....[T]he recession 
was not too deep, they haven't had a financial crisis to the extent that the US has had 
or the Europeans are having it. And so all in all Canada is actually doing quite well. 


We continue to encourage the spark of entrepreneurial creativity in 
Canada with a number of important initiatives which we target at 
small business entrepreneurship. Another example is we provided 
the Canadian Youth Business Foundation with support, giving young 
entrepreneurs access to business loans and mentoring services as 
they start up and operate new businesses. That mentoring aspect is 
very important. There is an initiative in Alberta called Productivity 
Alberta which is about people with a lot of experience, particularly 
in the manufacturing sector, mentoring some younger people in the 
manufacturing sector. That mentoring of the next generation of 
business leaders is as important as or even more important than 
access to financing. 


In terms of the Canadian Youth Business Foundation, this is on 
top of the federal small business internship program that each year 
helps about 400 students across Canada gain valuable experience 
and helps entrepreneurs adopt competitive e-business practices. This 
was obviously well received. The Canadian Youth Business 
Foundation said this: 


This contribution will allow CYBF to continue to support the ideas, the 
innovation and the entrepreneurial spirit of Canada's youth, ultimately creating jobs 
and strengthening our economy. 


In this same spirit, the government is also providing $15 million 
on an annual basis to support the Canada business network. This 
provides essential information to help business owners start up and 
grow their businesses, all available through a national website, a 
national toll-free telephone line, and 13 regional service centres. 


In terms of some EI measures that are directly targeted toward job 
creators, especially toward smaller businesses, our plan that we 
announced in March and then in June, which was passed, is going to 
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provide $420 million to renew two special EI measures for a year. 
First, the working while on claim measure will allow EI claimants to 
earn additional money while receiving income support. This will be 
renewed until August 2012. Second, the best 14 weeks measure 
allows claimants in 25 regions of higher unemployment to have their 
EI benefits calculated based on the highest 14 weeks of earnings 
over the year preceding a claim. This will be renewed until June 
2012. 


There obviously is a number of initiatives that are designed to help 
especially people in some very challenging areas. We have certain 
regions which are experiencing very high economic activity and 
certain regions which are not. We are very cognizant of that fact and 
we are responding to it. 


®(1715) 


As an aside, at some of the round tables I have been doing with 
some of the small businesses in my area, when I ask what the 
greatest challenge is, many will say that their biggest challenge is 
access to people, finding enough people who will work in their 
enterprises. It goes across all sizes of business. 


There was an individual in my office recently. He is my age. He is 
a very young CEO. He said that he could hire 75 people for his 
service business today, but he simply could not find them. Perry at 
the Denham Inn in Leduc said that he needs about six people. He put 
out the notice, received replies from 38 people who had an interest, 
but all 38 people turned him down. He looked at me and asked what 
he should do because he needs people. This is one of our challenges 
going forward. Even as we have a relatively high unemployment 
rate, there are going to be businesses that increasingly find it a 
challenge to find people, whether it is skilled or unskilled labour. 


I also want to highlight the initiative that dealt with rural 
physicians. It was in the budget and it was mentioned in the last 
election campaign as well. Starting in 2012-13, practising family 
physicians will be eligible for federal Canada student loan 
forgiveness of up to $8,000 per year to a maximum of $40,000. 
Nurse practitioners and nurses will be eligible for federal Canada 
student loan forgiveness of up to $4,000 per year to a maximum of 
$20,000. 


By getting doctors and nurses into our rural communities, and my 
riding certainly has a rural part, we are helping all Canadians access 
essential health care services no matter where they live in this 
country. 


Another aspect of our program that I would like to highlight is the 
whole trading agenda. It is interesting. An economist from a bank 
was talking about the response to the Great Depression, Herbert 
Hoover and all of this. I find it quite farcical, frankly. If we look at 
what the response was in the 1930s, it was one of raising tariffs, 
shutting down trade, and raising taxes. 
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What our government has been doing, especially two budgets ago, 
is eliminating tariffs. We are now eliminating tariffs especially as 
inputs for the manufacturing sector. The other thing we are doing is 
embarking on a very aggressive trade agenda. We realize that we 
have to diversify our trade. We are obviously very closely linked to 
the United States, with 85% or so of our trade linked to the United 
States. We need to expand and diversify our markets. That is why the 
Prime Minister did his southern tour this summer, to really work on 
those markets to expand and diversify our trade opportunities. 
Countries like Colombia and Brazil are prime opportunities for us. 


It is interesting, even when asking companies in my riding how 
they are doing on their exports, a lot of them will say that in terms of 
their U.S. exports, they are down about 25% or 30%, but their 
exports to Brazil have taken almost all of that up. If we focus on 
diversifying trade, we are obviously going to be helping many of 
these companies. 


I want to talk about our response on the innovation side. Again, I 
would return to the rhetoric. Many opposition members are saying 
that we are now in an austerity period. We are not in an austerity 
period. We are still in a fiscal period of stimulus where we are 
strategically investing. 


One of the areas we are investing in is research and development 
and innovation. We obviously did that through programs like the 
knowledge infrastructure program in terms of actual infrastructure at 
universities and colleges across the country. We are also investing in 
people through the three federal research granting councils which 
received increased funding. We are addressing things like the 

indirect cost of research, which universities and colleges have raised 
with us for years. 


I would like to quote the Association of Universities and Colleges 
of Canada: 


The Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada strongly welcomes the 
Government of Canada’s continued support for university research and international 
engagement as announced in Budget 2011. 


“We're pleased with the strengthened investment in university research and 


innovation in this budget”... “This support will increase Canada's capacity for 
discovery and innovation, and enhance the university learning experience for all 
students.” 


“This budget represents tremendous progress for the university sector: more 
funding for the research councils, promotion of international educational 
marketing, additional support for students, and a range of measures to foster 
innovation and research. 


The president of the University of Alberta, of which I am an alma 
mater, praised it in terms of our response on the innovation and 
research agenda. 


In closing, I want to emphasize it is a time of global economic 
uncertainty, but the government is on the right path in terms of 
continuing to strategically invest while continuing to respect 
taxpayer dollars and moving towards a position where we can 
balance our budget by 2014-15. 


@ (1720) 
[Translation] 


Mr. Dany Morin (Chicoutimi—Le Fjord, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my Conservative colleague for his interest in small business. I 
hope that the next time the NDP proposes a 2 percentage point drop 
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in the small business tax rate, to bring it from 11% to 9%, that he will 
vote in favour. 


To get back to the debate, the Conference Board of Canada 
indicated last week that the gap between the wealthy and the middle 
class is growing rapidly. I would like to know whether the 
Conservative government is committed to reversing course and 
closing the gap between the wealthy and the middle class. 


@ (1725) 
[English] 


Mr. James Rajotte: Mr. Speaker, I am aware of the NDP proposal 
to reduce it to 9%. However, I would point out for the member that 
when we reduced it from 12% to 11%, the NDP opposed that 
measure. It also opposed the measure with respect to the overall 
business tax reductions. 


He raises a valid question with respect to what we do in terms of a 
gap between people who are wealthier and people who are 
struggling. 


One of the measures I am most proud of, in terms of what this 
government has done, is the working income tax benefit. This 
measure was introduced a number of years ago to assist people who 
were moving from social assistance into the workforce. When they 
do that, they often lose an awful lot of benefits. When they get into 
the workforce and start working, they find it harder to make ends 
meet because they have an awful lot more expenses. The working 
income tax benefit is designed to help people at that level so, as they 
move up, they can move up much more quickly and they do not face 
that real hardship at the point where they move from social 
assistance to the workforce. 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to let members in on a little secret. The hon. 
member is quite fond of the Parliamentary Budget Officer, but he 
cannot say so publicly, otherwise he would be run out of his caucus. 


I want to get the hon. member's comments on the paragraph with 
respect to fiscal sustainability in the Parliamentary Budget Officer's 
reported dated today. It states: 


PBO’s debt-to-GDP projection indicates that the current federal and provincial- 
territorial fiscal structure is not sustainable over the long term given projected 
demographic and economic trends. PBO estimates that permanent and immediate 
fiscal actions — either through increased taxes or reduced program spending, or some 
combination of both — amounting to 2.7 per cent of GDP annually would be required 
to ensure that the net debt-to-GDP ratio does not ultimately rise above its current 
level. 


In other words, in English, it is debt to the horizon for as long as 
can be projected unless something changes, either by raising the 
taxes, or reducing program spending, or some combination thereof. 


Given that in the last sentence in his presentation he said that we 
were on track to be balanced by 2015, does he not think the PBO has 
it right, that this is debt to the horizon for the foreseeable future? 


Mr. James Rajotte: Mr. Speaker, the confession I would have is I 
am fond of that member. I am not sure how that affects my standing 
in my own caucus, but I have served on the finance committee with 
him and he is an excellent parliamentarian. 
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He raises a valid question. I would point out, though, that the PBO 
combined both provincial and federal debt. In fact, if we read the 
report carefully, the Parliamentary Budget Officer is much more 
critical of provinces in general, and specific provinces: We are 
having an election in Ontario. I am not supposed to delve into this, 
but I think he is quite critical of the provincial Liberal government in 
Ontario with respect to what it is doing with its finances. 


I know he respects the IMF very much, but the IMF forecasted 
that Canada would continue to have, by far, the lowest total 
government net debt-to-GDP ratio in the entire G7, 33% in 2016 
compared with the G7 average of 92%. 


In terms of provincial governments, that is obviously something 
the federal government does not control. We as Conservatives are 
very respectful of provincial autonomy. Therefore, as a citizen of 
Ontario, that is something he will have to address on October 6. 


Mr. Dave Van Kesteren (Chatham-Kent—Essex, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, I listened with interest to the member for 
Edmonton—Leduc and I have great respect for him. He served on 
the industry committee as chair. Now he serves as the finance chair. 
There are very few members in the House who have a handle on the 
file that my friend from Edmonton—Leduc does. 


The question was raised a number of times about raising the taxes. 
We hear in the House so often that we have to get those oil 
companies and get those banks. 


As the member comes from the area with the world's third largest 
oil reserves, the oil sands, could he tell us why the policies that we 
advocate on this side of the House are the right policies? Maybe he 
could just touch on the huge demand for employment and tie that 
into it as well. 


@ (1730) 


Mr. James Rajotte: Madam Speaker, the member for Chatham- 
Kent—Essex, whom I sit with on the finance committee, is exactly 
right. 


What we have to understand in this place is what David Emerson 
said to me shortly after he left office. He said, “The fundamental fact 
about economic life is that it is a supply chain”. 


For anyone who comes to northern Alberta or to my constituency, 
if they go to the Nisku Industrial Park and go into a plant and asked 
where their materials come from, they will be told they are from 
Ontario, New Brunswick or Quebec. If they asked who the company 
is partnering with, it will name companies across the country. 


If individuals were to come down to Ponoka, they would see 
_ Almita Piling inc. It recently did the pilings for the solar farm in 
Renfrew, Ontario, but it got the materials in Ontario and a lot of the 
engineering work there. 


That is the way the economy works. That is why, when we play 
these regional games where we target certain areas, and Alberta 
unfortunately tends to be targeted quite a lot, we hurt ourselves. We 
are so integrated as an economy, not only within Canada but within 
North America. Everything is a supply chain. We have to keep in 
mind what David Emerson said. 


I want to acknowledge the member's work. I see the member for 
Oshawa and the other member whose exact riding I forget. The four 
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of us and as well as members on the opposite side worked on 
something called accelerated capital cost allowance for the 
manufacturing sector. We had that in a February 2007 committee 
report. It was in the March 2007 budget. It is extended in this budget. 
That was adopted unanimously in a parliamentary report in 2007. 


That is one big reason why every member of the House should 
support the budgets and the economic action plan of the government. 


Mr. Claude Gravelle (Nickel Belt, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
during the hon. member's speech, he mentioned a couple of 
companies in his area that could not find workers. This morning I 
met with the first nations in my office. One of their biggest 
complaints is they cannot get enough money for education and for 
training their youth so they can go out into the workforce and be 
employed. 


Would the hon. member agree with me that the government 
should give INAC more money so it can educate and train their 
young people so they can go work to places looking for workers? 


Mr. James Rajotte: Madam Speaker, the member raises a valid 
question on how to specifically address this. There is obviously 
increased payments to all the provinces in terms of funding for 
education, but one of the challenges is a lot of the provincial 
education money does not get to first nations people who are on 
reserves. 


In terms of education and training, I absolutely agree it is 
essential. On present labour and future labour, our first nations 
communities should be the first places we should look at for training 
and education. 


I point out that there are some excellent programs. Eric Newell, 
the former chancellor of the University of Alberta and the former 
president of Syncrude, has an outstanding record in that sector and 
across Canada in terms of employing aboriginals, in partnership with 
the program pathways to education, and encouraging aboriginal 
people to finish high school. 


That is the first step. A key period on which we should focus is 
having students finish high school and then going on to a trade 
school or university. This should be our primary source of finding 
young people to work in all of our communities. 


[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day (Charlesbourg —Haute-Saint-Charles, 
NDP): Madam Speaker, I would like to speak today about the 
increasingly obvious issue of poverty as well as the growing gap 
between the rich and the poor in this country. I agree with my 
colleagues, who are outraged at this government's lack of action. It is 
not taking concrete measures to deal with an alarming economic 
situation that is affecting Canada and all of its communities. 
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I think it is time for the government to take its head out of the 
sand. While it brags to potential foreign investors and the media 
about how strong and safe our economy is in these tumultuous times, 
it needs to understand that Canadians are not stupid and they know 
how fragile the country's economy really is. Numerous recent reports 
paint a very different picture of the reality all Canadians will have to 
face, if they have not faced it already. 


A recent Conference Board report says that the gap between the 
rich and poor in Canada is widening, even more than in the United 
States. What is worse, Canada had the fourth largest increase in that 
gap among the 17 most industrialized countries. Obviously this is an 
unacceptable situation and urgent measures must be taken to 
strengthen the country's economic policy and provide more fair 
and equal distribution for everyone. 


In light of this, it is quite understandable that Canadians wonder 
why the government is choosing to make the rich richer and the poor 
poorer. 


When a country is going through difficult times that could 
jeopardize its economic health, every second counts. Although other 
countries around the world seem to be experiencing even greater 
difficulties than we are, globalization means that our economy is 
very dependent on events beyond our borders. Therefore, the 
government must make a commitment to the voters and implement 
appropriate and equitable initiatives that will protect our economy, 
create jobs and ensure a well-deserved retirement for our seniors and 
a prosperous future for our youth. The government must be 
accountable for its actions and ensure the economic protection of 
the people. The solution to poverty is to be proactive and not 
passively implement reactive measures that come too late and are 
often inadequate. 


In the National Council of Welfare's fall 2011 report, the 
chairperson indicates that readers will see a disturbing picture of 
poverty in Canada. He also confirms that the toll of poverty on the 
Canadian economy is too high, and I share that sentiment. To back 
up what I am saying, here are a few examples. 


In 2007, the public cost of poverty, that is, government 


expenditures—and we have not even mentioned the private cost of 
poverty—totalled $24.4 billion. This figure is twice the poverty gap, 
which is the amount of money required to bring all Canadians out of 
poverty. Can Canadians afford to carry this fiscal burden when 
studies prove that investments in well-being are more profitable in 
the long term? The answer is no. 


The annual cost of housing an offender in a prison cell is up to 10 
times greater than the cost of supervised housing. We know very 
well that thousands of prisoners are incarcerated for minor crimes, 
that they have mental health issues, and that they do not receive 
adequate care for their conditions because of a lack of resources. 


Twenty per cent of health care costs are directly related to socio- 
economic gaps. If the population that is in a precarious financial 
situation was not in that position, it would be healthier and more able 
to work. 


At this point in time, the Canadian economy is losing between 
$3.5 billion and $5 billion dollars a year because the skills and 
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experience of immigrant workers are not recognized. These are just a 
few examples of what poverty costs all Canadians every day. 


Other troubling figures also confirm the concerns: of Canadians, 
including the people of my riding who have trusted me to represent 
them. While poverty among families and seniors is becoming a 
major source of concern, which the government must pay more 
attention to, the unemployment rate among young people, even 
though they are healthy and well qualified, continues to rise. 


If the government still believes that Canada's economy will 
survive the global economic turmoil, why is Canada's labour market 
so stagnant? Why are Canadian families finding it harder and harder 
to make ends meet and why are they being forced to drastically 
lower their standard of living in order to survive? 


@ (1735) 


At this time, we all know that the labour market is weaker than it 
was even before the financial crisis in 2008. Canada has recorded a 
net job loss for the first time since last March. In question period, the 
government boasts about the fact that it has created 600,000 net jobs. 
We cannot help but wonder about the beginning and end dates of that 
job creation. 


According to Statistics Canada, in August 2011 employment was 
little changed for the second consecutive month and the unemploy- 
ment rate edged up slightly to 7.3%. In the past 12 months, 
employment has grown by 1.3% and 223,000 jobs were created, 
primarily in Ontario and Alberta, and in the private sector. That is 
nowhere near 600,000 jobs. Where do those 600,000 net jobs come 
from, the ones several ministers, including the Prime Minister, keep 
talking about in question period? 


Economists everywhere and the major banks have had to lower 
their growth forecasts. 


Canadians are worried about their retirement and their savings for 
when they are older. 


Madam Speaker, I forgot to mention that I will be sharing my time 
with the hon. member for Hamilton East—Stoney Creek. I apologize 
for not mentioning it earlier. 


The overall debt of the average Canadian family has now reached 
a record level—previously established at 150%. Families with two 
parents working full-time who used to be middle class are now on 
the low end of the income scale. Canadian families are suffocating 
and in debt. They do not have enough money and they do not have 
time to work more because they are already working as many hours 
as they can. 


The unemployment rate among students reached 17.2% this 
summer, an increase of over 3% as compared to the rate before the 
2008 recession. Students represent the workforce of the future; if 
they manage to graduate, they are the ones who will be actively 
participating in our collective growth by paying taxes. Without jobs, 
the cost of living is too high for students to be able to make ends 
meet, which leads them to drop out of school. 
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Is this the dark and difficult future that the government wants to 
offer these people? It seems clear to me that the government is 
completely out of touch with the everyday lives of voters and is not 
taking their situations into account when it implements strict 
measures and makes drastic budget cuts. Just when Canadians need 
the government—when they need support and resources to get their 
heads above water—the government is letting them down. 


The numbers speak for themselves. If the government is bragging 
about keeping the Canadian economy healthy, it needs to redo its 
calculations. There are good economic strategies and there are 
optimal strategies. There is a huge difference between spending and 
investing and the government must recognize that once and for all. 
Why does the government not see spending to combat poverty as an 
investment in society? 


Maximizing our collective wealth potential depends on full 
employment. That is why the government must act now to develop a 
clear and optimal national strategy that will attack poverty directly at 
the source of the problem rather than adopting strategies that only 
treat the symptoms. 


If Canada is trying to help people survive poverty, I will admit that 
we are having some success. However, what the government is 
doing now has significant social costs. If, on the other hand, we want 
to work together to eliminate poverty and its costly effects, we must 
adopt a different approach. 


What the NDP is proposing in its motion is a true investment 
strategy in order to optimize Canadian resources, a strategy whose 
benefits will be seen and felt in the long term. This is a strategy that 
puts more emphasis on preventing poverty than on spending once 
the harm has already been done. 


@ (1740) 
[English] 

Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
I appreciate the points that the NDP member has made regarding 


poverty, income inequality, some of the government's failures on the 
economy, and youth unemployment. 


I have a different angle. There is no such thing as a general case. 
There are areas where unemployment is the biggest problem. 
However, according to the business community and the individuals I 
have talked to, there are parts of the country where there are simply 
no skilled people to fill the jobs there. I heard this in rural Canada 
and I heard it today at a skilled trades councils conference. What 
they are looking for from the government is a job creation program. 
That is what is missing. It is not in the motion. 


Is it not important to the member and the NDP that there be a jobs 
plan that actually addresses the gap in skilled workers, which will be 
huge within the next 10 years, and gets rid of the barriers to mobility, 
apprenticeship and training? 


@ (1745) 
[Translation] 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day: Madam Speaker, I want to thank the hon. 
member for what she said. One of the solutions to the skilled labour 
shortage would be to recognize the credentials of newcomers to 
Canada, who are overqualified for the work they are doing. 
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I will give the example of one of my constituents, a Vietnamese 
dentist who arrived in Canada. Thanks to employment assistance 
agencies, she managed to find a dental assistant position after 
redoing some courses. She was asked to redo her entire education— 
secondary school, CEGEP and university—in order to be able to do 
her job. We are denying ourselves a worker and many other workers 
who are in the same situation. They could be improving the labour 
market and meeting the needs of the employers. 


Ms. Héléne LeBlanc (LaSalle—Emard, NDP): Madam Speaker, 
I want to thank the hon. member for Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint- 
Charles for her eloquent speech. I was very glad to hear her talk 
about the gaps between the rich and the poor and the long-term cost 
of that to society. 


In her opinion, what new or existing mechanisms could the 
government use to narrow those gaps? 


Mrs. Anne-Marie Day: Madam Speaker, I thank the member for 
her question. 


This is not the first time we are hearing about pauperization. This 
is not the first time we are seeing a growing gap between the rich and 
the poor. This trend goes back several decades. This trend was 
anticipated and strongly criticized by everyone working in commu- 
nity organizations to improve our society. 


The NDP developed a platform to support families. We called for . 
a decrease in the tax rate for small and medium-sized businesses to 
9%. It is a matter of helping employers hire more employees and 
lowering the tax rate. The government opposite is telling us that it 
has made an effort. It has, to a certain point, but we are asking it to 
go further and not to include these measures in a broader policy, 
which forces us to vote against their good measures, instead of being 
able to support them and to weed out the good from the bad. 


Mr. Philip Toone (Gaspésie—Îles-de-la-Madeleine, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, there have been discussions among the parties 
and I believe that if you were to seek it, you would find unanimous 
consent for the following motion: 


That, notwithstanding any Standing Order or usual practice of the House, at the 
conclusion of today's debate on the opposition motion in the name of the member of 
Parliament for Parkdale—High Park, all questions necessary to dispose of the motion 
be deemed put and a recorded division deemed requested and deferred to Monday, 
October 3, 2011, at the expiry of the time provided for Government Orders. 


[English] 
The Deputy Speaker: Does the hon. member have the unanimous 
consent of the House to move the motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


The Deputy Speaker: Is it the pleasure of the House to adopt the 
motion? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


(Motion agreed to) 


Mr. Wayne Marston (Hamilton East—Stoney Creek, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to speak to this opposition day 
motion. 
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Just this week economists before the finance committee 
commented on the situation that Canada faces during this current 
economic turmoil. They were nearly unanimous in their view that 
due to the lack of investment by the business community combined 
with Canadians' personal debt burden neither would be likely to 
stimulate our economy in this time of need. We were told there are 
some $500 billion that corporations are holding onto. In fairness to 
corporations, when we consider the experience they had in the recent 
lending crunch in the last recession it is quite understandable that 
they would want to protect their cash assets not knowing what the 
next months and years might bring. 


The economists were united in stating that it was time for the 
government to take up the slack in our economy and invest in our 
infrastructure. Today in Canada there is a 7.3% unemployment rate. 
New Democrats believe that it is closer to 11% when we include the 
people in society who have given up and lost hope. Really we are 
saying that one in ten Canadians is not working or contributing to 
our economy and, in many cases, he or she is sadly nosediving into 


poverty. 


Last week the Social Planning & Research Council of Hamilton 
released a report about seniors poverty. As members will know, in 
the last session I was the critic for seniors and pensions, but the 
member for London—Fanshawe has taken over the seniors part of it. 
This report was very striking. It reported that 7.5% of seniors in 
Hamilton live in poverty and the rate of poverty among senior 
women is double that of senior men. 


During the last session, I stood in this place month after month 
calling for the government to dramatically increase the guaranteed 
income supplement to deal with this untenable situation of seniors 
poverty. The government responded and in its budget gave them $50 
a month as an increase to the guaranteed income supplement. That is 
a pittance. We need to understand that seniors are living on about 
$15,200 a year. The poverty line is above $22,000 a year. When I say 
that $50 is a pittance, I am glad we no longer hear it being trumpeted 
in the House because it was very troubling to hear that day in and 
day out. 


New Democrats know what is needed. The government needs to 
stop talking about its record and stop trumpeting its recent electoral 
victory. Conservatives are the government of the day. It is a victory 
that cannot be used to once again justify putting on the blinders 
when it comes to dealing with the needs of Canadians across our 
country who are facing a crisis. Conservatives continually repeat in 
this place that they have a clear majority. A clear majority of 61% of 
Canadians did not vote for the Conservatives or their agenda. 


We need spending that is targeted to: real job creators; the $130 
billion deficit in our infrastructure, as identified by the Canadian 
Federation of Municipalities; construction and the repair of roads 
and bridges, like the bridge in Montreal; and, public transit. 
Discussions are taking place regarding a Quebec to Chicago high- 
speed rail link. There are examples of things that we could be doing. 


We also need to target the training and retraining of Canada’s 
workforce. When I was a school board trustee in Hamilton there was 
a dropout rate of about 28%. In so doing, those people were isolating 
themselves from being part of the economy. We all understand the 
need for education and retraining. In my community of roughly 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 29, 2011 


500,000 there are over 112,000 people living in poverty. We need to 
find a way to bridge the gap between these people and work. Over 
the next five to eight years employers are going to be crying out for 
skilled workers. 


@ (1750) 


One of the presenters at our committee today was from a 
community college. That individual talked about the gap that is 
going to be there even with our new immigration policy. The gap 
figure that we will not be able to fill was 30% I believe. Yet, we have 
people living in poverty who have the capacity to work, if we can 
find a way to bridge them to that work. 


I want to quote Glen Hodgson, the chief economist for the 
Conference Board of Canada, who was one of the presenters at 
committee. He said, “We believe that we're severely under-invested 
as a country in infrastructure. We haven't got the numbers, but others 
have, engineers have, the federation of municipalities has, and I 
think their number of going back five years was a deficit of about 
$130 billion in terms of infrastructure investment”. 


He further commented, “This tells me there is huge scope for 
realigning government spending priorities and making sure we're 
making adequate investments in roads, in ports, in bridges to ensure 
that—”, and I am paraphrasing, he said economies like that of 
Montreal function well. If we lost the bridge in Montreal, what 
would that do to the economy of that community and the economy of 
our country? It cannot be allowed to happen. 


There are other things that he went on to talk about, such as social 
infrastructure. Again, he was commenting on the facing of an aging 
population. We would like to see more Canadians working, and he 
stressed more women and aboriginals working. 


There are programs such as childcare that we could put in place to 
allow more women to go back to work and improve our labour force 
participation and make sure companies have the workers they need. 


Another presenter at committee was Marc Lavoie. He is a 
professor with the department of economics at the University of 
Ottawa. To paraphrase, he said that the Canadian government 
already in his opinion should abandon this goal of balancing the 
budget that has been set for 2014-15. It should give up its budget 
cuts already announced. It must establish a new stimulus package on 
infrastructure. 


We need to put what is being proposed into perspective. The 
government is proposing to cut services in this country that 
Canadians need. It is proposing to take some of the workers who 
work for the government in various programs and put them on the 
street. We should find a way to move forward. 
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I know we have great debates in this place over taxes. I keep 
hearing commentary from the other side stating that the NDP wants 
to raise taxes. The corporate tax rate in this country in 2000 was 38% 
and the American rate was 36%. The finance minister to the previous 
prime minister lowered the Canadian tax rate to 20%, right in the 
middle of the G20. It was a more than reasonable move, but it took 
billions of dollars out of the economy, billions of dollars out of this 
place that we could have used to help Canadians. 


What did the present Conservative government do? It took that 
corporate tax rate of 20%, which was already well below the 
American 36% rate, and dropped it to 15%. It is on its way to 15%. 
That takes $16 billion a year out of the government's ability to do 
things for Canadians in this time of crisis. We had a report of a $12 
billion deficit a year ago. Is it not interesting how that matched up 
very closely with the changes that the government had made? This 
was a planned deficit that was put in place by the Conservative 
government. 


I recall a minister of education in the government of Ontario 
talking about causing a crisis in education so the government could 
address it. We have a government here that has not caused the 
economic crisis, but it is not responding to it properly. It is 
exacerbating the crisis and making it much worse than it needs to be. 
@ (1755) 


[Translation] 


Mr. Matthew Dubé (Chambly—Borduas, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I want to thank my colleague for his speech. 


I liked what he said about investing in infrastructure, which is 
strongly linked to the economy and the unemployment rate. For 
example, this summer when I met the mayors in my riding, the 
mayor of Saint-Mathias-sur-Richelieu, a bedroom community, told 
me there was a lot of vandalism in his community and that the young 
people were causing a lot of problems. It is a very small municipality 
and does not have the necessary resources to build recreational 
centres and arenas. Thus, the young people start to get involved in 
criminal activity and that is a big problem. 


By investing in infrastructure, we can help these young people 
become great contributors to our society. I would like my colleague 
to elaborate on that. 


@ (1800) 
[English] 


Mr. Wayne Marston: Madam Speaker, one of the things that 
happens in any society when we have a high level of poverty is that 
we have people who have a certain sense of desperation, other 
people who are malicious in what they do. However, with that sense 
of not having self-esteem that comes from that, we will find that a lot 
of young people get involved with drugs, alcohol and other 
substance abuses. Many commit minor offences. That is their way 
of pushing back at society. The only way to fight that is to give them 
reasons to remain in school. We have to give them an opportunity 
that they can turn to and understand that they are going to have a 
chance for a decent life. 


In order to do that, we need the full participation of the municipal, 
provincial and federal levels of government. There has to be a 
strategic plan to create jobs, especially for young people. 
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Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Madam Speaker, I 
thank the hon. member for his speech, particularly his comments on 
seniors' poverty. 


I am going to take a slightly different tack. The highest living 
standards will be generated by a strong growth rate and a healthy 
environment. The most vibrant economies will be the cleanest, 
energy efficient and resource efficient. Transition is happening 
around the world. Economic prosperity and environmental respon- 
sibility should be mutually reinforcing. Going forward, I think the 
government should develop a green economic and job strategy to 
create a more environmentally sustainable economy. 


I wonder what specific measures the hon. member might include, 
greening energy supply, industry, transportation and waste, and what 
measures the hon. member would suggest for tracking new jobs. 


Mr. Wayne Marston: Madam Speaker, very clearly, a first step 
for this country would have been to implement Bill C-311 on the 
environment. We had the opportunity as a Canadian group of 
politicians to be a leader in the world and that was defeated, as I 
recall, in the Senate. I think that would have been an amazing step, 
and that was originally sponsored by the late Jack Layton who spent 
a lifetime involved with the environment. 


As well, we talked about the revitalization of buildings across our 
country, the variety of things we could be doing to put people to 
work. People could start off at a lower level in construction trades by 
refitting homes and learn the skills necessary to progress in a trade so 
that project, which we estimated at $2 billion, over time would have 
created a situation where homes were properly protected from the 
environment, heating and cooling loss, and all of those things, and at 
the same time train people and supply some hope for them. 


This was a comprehensive question that requires a lot more time 
than I have to answer it. 


Mr. Dave Van Kesteren (Chatham-Kent—Essex, CPC): 
Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise and speak to this very 
important topic. I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak to the 
opposition motion on pension and retirement income issues. As we 
know, our government's top priority remains jobs and the economy. 
Certainly, this is a priority for many retirees and retirement savers. 


Today, I would like to speak to what our Conservative government 
has accomplished in the area of retirement income security. 
However, before getting into the details, I will touch on what our 
government has done for the overall economy. 


1680 


Business of Supply 


In 2008 Canada was faced with the worst global recession since 
the 1930s. Our government acted quickly and decisively. Through 
Canada's economic action plan, we delivered extraordinary support 
for jobs and growth during a turbulent global economic period, and it 
worked. With the creation of almost 600,000 net new jobs since July 
2009, Canada has more than recovered all of the jobs lost during the 
recession. It has posted the strongest employment growth among the 
G7 countries. 


Canada has also maintained the best fiscal position among the G7 
with the lowest net debt and among the lowest deficits in the G7 as 
well. Even better, the IMF and the OECD both project Canada to be 
among the strongest in growth in the G7 and, for the fourth straight 
year, the World Economic Forum rated our banking system the 
world's best. Undoubtedly, Canada has an enviable position relative 
to our G7 counterparts. 


Along with our strong fiscal position, solid financial system, and 
our low tax approach to encourage investment, we are helping to 
ensure that Canada is well positioned to address any challenge 
ahead. 


As prosperity ties into savings and ultimately retirement, I will 
move from the topic of overall economy and back to pensions. In so 
doing, let me begin by saying that our government shares the deep- 
rooted concerns of many Canadians about their retirement security. 
We understand the importance of a secure and dignified retirement, 
especially after a lifetime spent building a better Canada through 
hard work. 


For that reason we have been aggressively working and focusing 
on improving our retirement income system. Indeed, we have 
already taken major action to strengthen Canada's retirement income 
system. 


What have we done? First, in recognition of their life-long 
contributions to the country and our government's core belief that 
Canadians should keep more of their hard-earned tax money, we 
dramatically lowered the federal tax bill for seniors and pensioners. 


Since forming government in 2006, our enviable record includes 
more than $2.3 billion in annual targeted tax relief such as increasing 
the age credit amount by $2,000; doubling the amount the of income 
eligibility for pension income credit; and increasing the age limit for 
maturing pensions and registered retirement savings plans to 71. 


We have introduced the tax free savings account, particularly 
beneficial to seniors as it helps them meet their ongoing savings 
needs on a tax efficient basis after they are no longer able to 
contribute to an RRSP. 


Jonathan Chevreau, a noted financial commentator, has declared, 
“TFSA is also a welcome tax shelter for Canadian seniors”. On 
pension income splitting for 2007 and subsequent taxation years, 
Jamie Golombek, a financial commentator, has noted that, “Pension 
splitting is probably one of the biggest tax changes in decades, in 
terms of the amount of tax savings this can mean for pensioners”. 


Furthermore, our record also includes important improvements to 
several specific retirement income supports. We have dramatically 
increased the amount working seniors can earn before facing a 
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clawback under their guaranteed income supplement, GIS, allowing 
them to keep more of their hard-earned money. 


We have enhanced the guaranteed income supplement, GIS, for 
those seniors who rely almost exclusively on their old age security 
and GIS, and may therefore be at risk of experiencing financial 
difficulties. This measure will provide a new top-up benefit of up to 
$600 annually for single seniors and $840 for couples. This measure 
will improve the financial security of more than 680,000 seniors 
across Canada. 


@ (1805) 


Finally, we increased flexibility for seniors and older workers with 
federally regulated pension assets that are held in life income funds. 


Second, we took major steps to reform the legislative and 
regulatory framework respecting federally regulated private pension 


plans. Indeed, these steps represented the most significant reforms in 


nearly 25 years. 


Announced in October 2009 after extensive cross-county and 
online public consultations held in the months beforehand, the 
reforms include enhancing protections for plan members, allowing 
sponsors to better manage their funding obligations, making it easier 
for participants to negotiate changes to their pension arrangements, 
improving the framework for defined contribution and negotiated 
contribution plans, and modernizing the investment rules. 


These key reforms are warmly applauded across Canada. A 
diverse and broad group of public interest groups ranging through 
the National Association of Federal Retirees; the Association of 
Canadian Pension Management; the Canadian Institute of Actuaries; 
CARP, Canada's association for the 50-plus; the Common Front for 
Retirement Security; the Bell Pensioners Group; the Canadian Life 
and Health Insurance Association; and even the Canadian Labour 
Congress welcomed and expressed their pleasure with it. 


A Globe and Mail editorial heralded the reforms as a good step. 
John Manley, a former Liberal Party of Canada member of 
Parliament, finance minister and deputy prime minister of Canada, 
declared them significant reforms that will enhance protection for 
plan members. 


However, those reforms to federally regulated private pension 
plans were only one step in a much larger process. This leads to the 
third and final area of our focus on improving retirement security and 
pensions in Canada, wherein we are working with our provincial and 


territorial partners. 


While many Canadians may not realize it, the vast majority of 
pension plans, approximately 90% in Canada, are provincially 
regulated. In other words, the federal government only has the 
constitutional authority to make laws related to the private pension 
plans of federally regulated employers, such as airlines, chartered 
banks and others, which employ fewer one than one in ten of all 
workers in Canada. 
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That is why, to address larger pan-Canadian concerns about 
pensions, we have been examining the relevant issues with our 
provincial and territorial counterparts in a co-operative and 
constructive manner. 


We have demonstrated this by establishing a joint research 
working group on retirement income adequacy and by holding 
numerous federal-provincial-territorial summits on the issue. 


We also fundamentally believe that the Canadian public had a 
fundamental right to be involved in and at the centre of this debate. 
That is why we have ensured that Canadians from coast to coast to 
coast have had the opportunity to have their voices heard in person 
and online. 


From March to May 2010, we invited public input through round 
table discussions, expert conferences, online consultations and 
public town hall meetings to gather feedback directly from 
Canadians. 


Even labour organizations like CUPE, typically not supporters of 
our government, were forced to begrudgingly admit we had 
conducted a serious public policy discussion. 


Following these extensive and necessary consultations, the 
findings strongly suggested we explore opportunities to build further 
on the strength of Canada's retirement income system. As a result, 
we agreed, along with the provincial and territorial governments, to 
explore a set of innovative improvements. 


Indeed, it is one of those innovative improvements I would like to 
talk about for the remainder of my speech: pooled registered pension 
plans. ; 


These pooled registered pension plans, PRPPs, available to 
employers, employees and the self-employed, will provide Cana- 
dians with a new low-cost accessible vehicle to meet their retirement 
objectives. 


Once implemented, PRPPs will play a critical role in improving 
the retirement options available to Canadians, providing a low 
retirement savings option. Indeed, PRPPs will be a new savings 
option for the millions of Canadians who have never had a private 
pension before. 


@ (1810) 


As Rob Brown, a former professor at the University of Waterloo 
and past president of the Canadian Institute of Actuaries recently 
stated, “Pooled Retirement Pension Plans could be a big step 
towards the redesigning the retirement income security systems 
required for Canadians for the 21st century. Pooled Retirement 
Pension Plans are a good idea; one clearly worthy of pursuing. 
Furthermore, PRPPs will be especially important to small businesses 
and their employees who will now have access to a low-cost private 
pension plan for the very first time. As many small business 
employees and employers will pool their pensions, a lower 
management cost will be achieved, meaning many new savers and 
Canadians will be buying retirement savings in bulk”. 


As a small business owner Ingrid Laderach Steven from Toronto 
Swiss-Master Chocolatier knows firsthand, after meeting with the 
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Minister of State for Finance about PRPPs, and here is what she had 
to say— 


The Deputy Speaker: 
member. It being 6:15 
proceedings. 


I am afraid I must interrupt the hon. 
p.m., it is my duty to interrupt the 


Pursuant to order made earlier today, the question is deemed put 
and a recorded division deemed demanded. The vote stands deferred 
until Monday, October 3, 2011, at the expiry of the time provided for 
government orders. 


@ (1815) 


Mr. David Sweet: Madam Speaker, I rise on a point of order. I 
move we see the clock at 6:30 p.m. 


The Deputy Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


ADJOURNMENT PROCEEDINGS 


A motion to adjourn the House under Standing Order 38 deemed 
to have been moved. 


[English | 
CANADA REVENUE AGENCY 


Hon. Lawrence MacAulay (Cardigan, Lib.): Madam Speaker, it 
is my pleasure to rise in the House again today to give more 
clarification on the question that I asked in this House on June 21. 
This question involves the Atlantic groundfish licence retirement 
program, which in fact is a rationalization program. 


I would be one of the members in this House who has pushed 
harder for rationalization in the fishery than probably anybody else 
in this House. It is so important, and it is so important for the 
government to carry through after the rationalization program is put 
in place. 


The rationalization program is able to take licences and people 
out of the fishery who need to come out of the fishery because of the 
stock issue. What it does is allow people to retire and to pay bills and 
live a decent life. It also leaves the people in the fishery who wish to 
make a living in the fishery with an opportunity to make a proper 
living, so rationalization is indeed a very important issue. 


With regard to the groundfish issue, 2,300 fishermen applied for 
this program. However, 752 fishermen had to take the government to 
court in 2006 in order to be dealt with fairly. 


The court made its decision a few weeks ago. It indicated that 
Canada Revenue Agency had to review the files again, which in fact 
meant that the government must settle with the fishermen. 


1682 


COMMONS DEBATES 


September 29, 2011 


Adjournment Proceedings 


The only thing that I want to make sure of and to stress to the 
parliamentary secretary and to the government is that the govern- 
ment must settle in an appropriate manner. We have to ensure that 
everybody in the fishery is treated fairly. There have been some 
payments made. We have to make sure that the payments that have 
been made will be the same as the payments that will be made very 
shortly when they deal with those fishermen. 


There are approximately another 1,400 fishermen out there who 
were not involved in this court case, and these fishermen deserve fair 
treatment from the government. These 1,400 fishermen worked hard 
to make a living and worked with the 2,300 fishermen to put a 
rationalization or, as they call it, an Atlantic groundfish licence 
retirement program in place. All that I ask the government to do is 
ensure that it settles with the 750 fishermen in the same way that it 
settled in the previous settlement and that the 1,400 fishermen who 
have not been dealt with fairly are dealt with fairly. In the future, 
when we put a rationalization in place and the licence for the 
fishermen belongs to the Government of Canada, we must remember 
that the fishermen invest a lot of dollars—their lives, in fact—into 
the fishery. When it becomes impossible to make a living and the 
government has issued the licence, it is the responsibility of the 
Government of Canada to pay these fishermen a decent payout so 
that they are able to retire in a decent way and so that the stocks will 
survive without this type of program right across the country. 


In the area that I represent, the lobster fishery is very important. 
There has been a small rationalization program put in place, but 
more dollars are needed for these types of rationalization or payment 
programs. The government must commit to paying the people who 
have been involved previously properly. I do not mean the 750 who 
went to court and fought the battle and won; there are now 1,400 
fishermen who need to be treated properly without going— 


© (1820) 

The Deputy Speaker: Order, please. 

The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National 
Revenue. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Revenue, CPC): Madam Speaker, I must first say that 
the Canada Revenue Agency must safeguard the confidential 
information it receives according to the confidentiality provisions 


of the Income Tax Act. Therefore, we cannot comment on any . 


specific cases. 


Since the inception of the Atlantic groundfish licence retirement 
program, the matter before us today has received considerable 
attention by the CRA. The application of the Income Tax Act to 
these types of payments is a matter of some complexity and disputes. 


In general, when a taxpayer disagrees with an assessment, the act 
provides objections and appeal rights that must be exercised in the 
manner and within the time frame specified in the act. If a taxpayer 
fails to exercise his or her objection or appeal right, he or she may 
choose to request consideration under the taxpayer relief provisions, 
which are also contained in the Income Tax Act. The court also 
provide Canadians with an independent review of disputed issues 
and serves to clarify the law or resolve differences of opinions with 
the CRA. 


The matter considered by the Federal Court was whether the 
fishers, who had not disputed the tax treatment of the compensation 
amounts through the objection and appeal process, could benefit 
from the same tax treatment accorded to the other fishers who had 
disputed CRA's position. 


On May 16, 2011, the Federal Court directed the CRA to 
reconsider these fishers' requests. 


As the minister informed the House on June 21, 2011, “the 
government will not appeal this decision, and CRA will now 
reconsider the fishers' claim as requested by the Federal Court”. 


The CRA has now reconsidered the fishers' requests and 
concluded that exceptional circumstances exist to allow a re- 
examination of the income tax returns of the 752 affected fishers. 


The CRA will now review the fishers' income tax returns for the 
1999, 2000 and 2001 tax years on a case-by-case basis and this will 
start October 2011. The CRA will notify each fisher of its decision in 
due time. 


Our government has the absolute expectation that the CRA 
administers Canadian tax law in a manner that is fair and consistent 
for all. 


Hon. Lawrence MacAulay: Madam Speaker, I appreciate my 
hon. colleague's response, but it is often important to remember that 
when a program is put in place, everybody must be treated the same 
way. 


A number of fishers have been paid. Some 750 people went to 
court and won their case, but 1,400 more fishermen have not been 
considered at all. These people work hard and invest a lot of dollars 
in the fishery. The licence is the property of the Government of 
Canada. There was a rationalization program. All I would ask is that 
all people be treated fairly and that all people be treated the same by 
Canada Revenue Agency. 


My hon. colleague has indicated that the Canada Revenue Agency 
will deal with them in a fair manner. In my opinion, a fair manner is 
treating every fisher the same. 


Mrs. Cathy McLeod: Madam Speaker, while I appreciate the 
member opposite finally expressing an interest in this file, I would 
note that it comes about a decade later than it should have. 


I would also remind hon. members and the fishers affected that the 
hon. member for Cardigan actually sat at the cabinet table where the 
decisions affecting the fishers, who we are discussing today, were 
first made. The vast majority of these cases date back from 1998 to 
2001. 


If the member, indeed, feels so strongly about this file, why was 
he a partner at the cabinet table and why did he participate in the 
policy that was brought forward, which he now, all of a sudden, 
criticizes? 


Fishers work hard. Our government has the absolute expectation 
that CRA administers Canadian tax law in a manner that is fair and 
consistent for all. 
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@ (1825) 
THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault (Sudbury, NDP): Madam Speaker, I am 
very pleased to rise again in discussion with my hon. colleagues on 
the other side of the House on a question I asked in June. 


As we start off, let us look at a report by the Certified General 
Accountants Association of Canada in July of this year, which 
reported that total household debt in Canada had hit $1.5 trillion. On 
September 13, Statistics Canada reported that household credit 
market debt rose to 149% of disposable income in the second 
quarter. At the same time, due to falling share prices and pension 
assets, average household net worth fell by 0.3%. 


Canadians are feeling squeezed in every direction. As savings 
disappear, credit becomes both more important to families and more 
dangerous, both to individuals and to the economy as a whole. 
Because of this we need comprehensive legislation designed to 
protect Canadians from the predatory practices of credit card 
companies and some banks. 


Far too many Canadians sign up for credit cards with low 
introductory rates, only to see their rates soar once the period ends. 
Too many students and low-income Canadians are aggressively 
pursued by credit card issuers and end up taking on debt that they are 
realistically unable to repay. Far too many Canadians are charged 
excessive fees and penalties for paying their balance a few days late 
or a few dollars short. 


It is not only consumers who are being gouged by credit card 
companies and some of the banks. On the first anniversary of the 
government's voluntary code of conduct, the Canadian Federation of 
Independent Business published a report card on the voluntary code. 
Its findings were that small-business margins were being eroded by 
credit card merchant fees. In fact, the Competition Bureau has 
already ruled that Visa and MasterCard's “honour-all-cards rule”, 
which forces small businesses to accept higher cost premium cards, 
is anti-competitive. 


It is time for the government to act to protect consumers, to protect 
small businesses and to protect the Canadian economy. 


Just this Tuesday, the finance committee heard from a senior 
private sector economist who pointed out the precarious situation of 
our economy. Douglas Porter, deputy chief economist at BMO 
Nesbitt Burns, said that there was a 35% chance of Canada entering 
a recession in the next year. We need to ensure that the government 
acts now to ensure that consumers are protected in case the worst 
happens. The government's wait and see approach is fundamentally 
flawed. It is better to treat the cause now than to apply a band-aid 
once it is too late. 


In April 2009 the 40th Parliament adopted my motion for the 
government to introduce comprehensive credit card legislation to 
protect consumers. The problems facing the global economy may be 
different today, but this issue continues to affect Canadian consumers 
. and small businesses. 


When will the government recognize this and make the legislative 
changes required to continue to protect consumers and small 
businesses? 


Adjournment Proceedings 


Mrs. Shelly Glover (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Finance, CPC): Madam Speaker, in response to my colleague, 
who is a fellow motorcycle enthusiast, I take issue with the fact that 
my colleague's party voted against a number of measures that our 
government has put forward to address this issue. 


The Conservative government is clearly committed to helping 
protect Canadian consumers especially with regard to financial 
products like credit cards. We have demonstrated that through the 
numerous landmark actions we have taken in recent years to protect 
consumers. Again, these are actions that the NDP voted against. 


We believe Canadians should not need a magnifying glass and a 
dictionary to read their credit card statements or applications. We 
also believe that they should not have to be lawyers or economists to 
understand them. 


That is why our Conservative government has forced greater 
clarity and more timely disclosure from credit card issuers when 
dealing with consumers. It has put into place actions such as the new 
landmark rules that ensure Canadian consumers now have fair and 
transparent information and rules for credit cards with new 
regulations. 


I will cite some of those rules. 


Summary boxes on contracts and applications will help improve 
disclosure to consumers by clearly stating key features such as 
interest rates and fees. 


There are clearer implications of minimum payments by 
improving consumer awareness of the time it would take to fully 
repay loans if only the minimum payment is made each month. 


Timely advanced disclosure of interest rate changes will protect 
consumers from sudden and poorly disclosed interest rate hikes. 


There is a minimum 21 day grace period. All new purchases made 
within that period shall remain interest free if the consumer pays his 
or her balance in full by the due date. 


There are lower interest costs with mandatory allocations of 
favoured consumer payments. - 


There is express consent for credit limit increases. 
There are limits on debt collection practices. 


There is the prohibition of over-the-limit fees by restricting fees 
caused by merchant holds placed on credit cards thereby protecting 
consumers from inadvertent fees for which they are not responsible 
nor aware of. 


These are rules that the Conservative government worked on. 
Unfortunately, once again the NDP voted against them. 


When Canadians make the choice to use a credit card they are not 
signing away all of their rights. Our new consumer-friendly rules 
will empower Canadians by making it easier for them to shop around 
for the credit card best suited to their needs without fearing that they 
might be taken advantage of later. 
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Indeed these new regulations were well received by Canadians 
and consumer groups. In the words of the Consumers Association of 
Canada, “All of the things that the finance minister has done are 
actually just what we asked for overall. I've got to congratulate him”. 


It boggles my mind to understand why the member stands today to 
pretend he supports these measures when he and his party in fact 
voted against them. 


However, our Conservative government knows there is always 
more it can do to protect consumers. We have already acted in that 
respect. Indeed we have recently announced measures to prohibit 
negative option billing and reduce cheque holding periods while 
providing timelier access to funds. Unfortunately, the NDP voted 
against those too. 


Why will the member not do the right thing by supporting the 
consumer protection measures we have taken and forget this 
nonsense about being committed? He should be standing in the 
House and voting for these measures to protect consumers when we 
put them forward. 


© (1830) 


Mr. Glenn Thibeault: Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague and I 
are avid motorcyclists. Perhaps we should go for a ride and have this 
conversation because we are obviously not seeing the same side of 
this consumer debate. 


When we were bringing this issue forward we applauded the 
Conservative government for what it had brought forward on some 
of the issues relating to it. Having bigger fonts on a credit card bill 
though does not help people at the end of the month. 


We are calling for stricter guidelines and regulations with regard to 
credit card companies and banks to ensure that at the end of the 
month the consumers who have used their cards actually understand 
what their bills are about. The bigger font helps in doing that. For 
example, if someone has a $1,000 credit card limit and he or she 
makes a payment of $800 on that card, that person is not expecting 
to pay interest on the portion of the debt that was paid off. However, 
what credit card companies are doing is stating in the fine print of the 
credit card contract that interest is to be paid on the full amount. 


There are many things that we can do. I think this is— 


The Deputy Speaker: The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Finance. 


Mrs. Shelly Glover: Madam Speaker, as my colleague indicated, 
our government did take action to make sure they can read those 
applications properly, and yet the member still refers to the 
applications as if they have some small print. That has been 
legislated away. 


The member is not understanding what it is he voted against. He 
ought to have voted for it because it sounds as though he wants to 
better protect consumers, which is exactly what this Conservative 
government is doing. 


In fact in the next phase of Canada's economic action plan, we are 
taking even more action to protect consumers of financial sector 
products. In particular, we are further enhancing consumer protection 
by banning unsolicited credit card cheques and also developing 
measures to enhance the consumer protection framework related to 
prepaid cards. These are positive measures that are well received. 


Rob Carrick, the well-respected Globe and Mail personal finance 
columnist, applauded them saying: 


[Unsolicited credit card cheques] are insidious because they appear to be an 
alternative way to use your credit card to pay for something. In reality they are a 
much worse option. 


Yet again— 


The Deputy Speaker: Order. The hon. member for Bonavista— 
Gander—Grand Falls—Windsor is not present to raise the matter for 
which adjournment notice has been given. Accordingly, the notice is 
deemed withdrawn. 


@ (1835) 


[Translation] 


The motion to adjourn the House is now deemed to have been 
adopted. Accordingly, this House stands adjourned until tomorrow at 
10 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 6:35 p.m.) 
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HOUSE OF COMMONS 


Friday, September 30, 2011 


The House met at 10 a.m. 
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GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
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[Translation] 


PREVENTING HUMAN SMUGGLERS FROM ABUSING 
CANADA'S IMMIGRATION SYSTEM ACT: 


The House resumed from September 23 consideration of the 
motion that Bill C-4, An Act to amend the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act, the Balanced Refugee Reform Act and the Marine 
Transportation Security Act, be read the second time and referred to 
a committee, and of the amendment. 


Ms. Marie-Claude Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, I was asked to speak this morning regarding Bill C-4, 
which would prevent human smugglers from abusing Canada's 
immigration system. I am pleased to rise this morning to say how 
much I strongly oppose this bill. 


I will start by saying that this bill makes it even more clear that we 
have a repressive, backwards and irresponsible government that is 
severely lacking in humanity. I must say that this is not very 
surprising to me, as this bill is simply one more example, among 
many others. Once again, the government wants to make a 
disadvantaged segment of the population suffer, for unknown 
reasons, instead of lending these people a hand at a time when 
they need it most. 


I am strongly opposed to this bill because every day, in my riding, 
refugees and immigrants come to us for help. They ask for only one 
thing: to live in this country with dignity; to have a second chance. 
With this bill, they will not get that second chance. This bill 
authorizes an officer or the minister to refuse to consider applications 
for permanent residence. How can we grant this power to an 
individual when the applicant may be in danger? What criteria will 
the officer or the minister use? Will they refuse applications based on 
how they are feeling that day? This bill would give them the power 
to do so. 


I do not think that the government understands that being in power 
means making decisions for the well-being of the entire population, 
by consulting the people and listening to their needs and by avoiding 


randomly and unfairly punishing people who are simply seeking 
refuge. Being in power does not mean authorizing oneself to single- 
handedly make a decision that could have a huge impact on the lives 
of several people or even several families. This bill would require 
some individuals to report to an immigration officer and to respond 
to all of his questions for no real reason. That is discrimination, pure 
and simple. 


How can we convince people to establish themselves here if we 
treat them as detainees as soon as they arrive, without knowing the 
full story, and without even knowing why they chose Canada? Under 
this bill, claimants, including children, will automatically be detained 
when they arrive or at the moment they are designated. How can the 
government violate international rules that were created for the well- 
being of all communities? This would leave the door open for 
indefinite or arbitrary detentions. Where are we headed? Where is 
our country headed? It is a great place to live, a place where 
immigrants are welcome and where we extend a helping hand to 
refugees so that they can see a bit of light at the end of the tunnel. 


Under this bill, a designated person cannot apply for permanent 
residency for five years. Five years. Then, if the person breaches any 
of the conditions imposed, this period can be extended by five or six 
years. A person could wait more than five years to see their family 
members who remained overseas. In addition, designated persons are 
prohibited from leaving the country until they receive permanent 
resident status. Not only are they kept from bringing their families to 
Canada, but they are also prohibited from going to visit them. What 
has happened to the family values that we have always defended 
here? Can someone tell me? Does the government have this little 
respect for the family unit, the first community where a human being 
grows and flourishes? The minister must not know what it is like to 
be separated from loved ones for five years; otherwise, he would not 
be trying to impose such rules. 


This bill would punish refugees or those trying to help them 
instead of punishing the criminals—the smugglers and traffickers. 
This proposed refugee process is arbitrary and completely 
discriminatory. 


1686 


Government Orders 


A few months ago, Parliament passed balanced legislation 
concerning refugees. It would make a lot more sense to simply 
enforce that legislation better, instead of treating these people like 
criminals, when they simply need a helping hand. Furthermore, in 
Australia, similar laws met with opposition from Amnesty Interna- 
tional, which started a campaign to condemn the misinformation 
surrounding refugees who arrive by boat. This government is 
alienating the international community and severely damaging our 
reputation. We have a responsibility towards refugees. We do not 
have the right to treat them this way. 
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We in the NDP recognize this responsibility, unlike the 
Conservatives, who want to evade it. This approach flies in the 
face of our country's commitments under the Convention Relating to 
the Status of Refugees and the Convention on the Rights of the 
Child. This is not the right legislation to put an end to human 
trafficking. 


Do we want to be recognized as the country where refugees are 
discriminated against? Where no one wants to go and settle for fear 
of being detained and treated like a criminal? Where people, if they 
choose to live here, risk having to go without seeing their loved ones 
for over five years? 


We are losing our values of openness, tolerance, giving, social 
justice and equality. Many groups strongly oppose this bill. The 
Canadian Council for Refugees completely rejects this bill. Amnesty 
International Canada said the bill would lead to serious violations of 
the rights of refugees. The Canadian Civil Liberties Association says 
these measures are simply not necessary. Why would we apply 
measures that are not necessary? The Canadian Bar Association says 
that this bill violates Canada's international obligations regarding the 
treatment of persons seeking protection. As I was saying earlier, we 
have a responsibility to refugees and the government is refusing to 
treat refugees fairly. 


A group of experts from the Centre for Refugee Studies has 
described this bill as draconian. I think these groups know what they 
are talking about. Earlier I was saying that we need to listen to the 
concerns of the people. Here we have flagrant examples of a 
government doing exactly the opposite. This bill could violate a 
number of legal provisions, including those pertaining to equality 
before the law and arbitrary detention. Bill C-4 is contrary to the UN 
Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees. 


As I was saying earlier, we are tarnishing our international 
reputation and that is serious. 


I will say again: I am strongly opposed to this bill because we 
have a responsibility to refugees. The government does not have all 
the rights. No. It would be a serious mistake to ignore these 
responsibilities in the name of security, especially when we consider 
that this bill will not in any way—not in any way—stop human 
trafficking. 


I welcome any questions my colleagues might have. 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank my colleague from Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot for 
her very passionate and clear speech on the issues in this bill. 
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My colleague mentioned that a number of organizations are 
opposed to the bill because it infringes on the rights of refugees. It is 
well known that my parents came from Vietnam, and many 
Vietnamese people have arrived by boat. Could my colleague talk 
about the repercussions of this bill for refugees who seek asylum in 
Canada? 
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Ms. Marie-Claude Morin: Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague for 
his question. 


Some refugees who arrive by boat already need someone to lend a 
hand, they need help, and they need to see the light at the end of the 
tunnel. These people will arrive here and be detained, even the 
children. 


It is very traumatic psychologically for a child to be detained for 
no real reason upon his arrival. I also believe that refugees who 
arrive here will not be guilty of any crimes. They will not have done 
any human trafficking or anything wrong. They are certainly not 
smugglers. They will arrive here looking for help and hoping for a 
second chance, but they will not get it. I believe they will want to go 
elsewhere, and with just cause. 


[English] 


Mr. Costas Menegakis (Richmond Hill, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
member opposite described the government members in the House 
as repressive and deeply lacking in humanity. 


Rather than hurl insults at hon. members in the House, perhaps 
she could tell us what she would say to the families across the 
country who want to keep their streets, families and communities 
safe and free from danger. 


I remind the member that the bill is called the “Preventing Human 
Smugglers from Abusing Canada's Immigration System Act”. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Marie-Claude Morin: Mr. Speaker, once again, I thank my 
colleague for the question. 


As I was saying, my aim was not to insult members of the 
government party or anyone else. I merely wanted to present the 
facts, as these are the facts. I do not believe that we can jeopardize 
the rights of refugees in the name of security. As I was saying as 
well, this bill will in no way prevent human trafficking, and thus 
does not provide a solution to that problem. The solution is to 
enforce the existing law on human trafficking. That is the solution 
we need here. 


Mr. José Nunez-Melo (Laval, NDP): Mr. Speaker, as the hon. 
member for Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot just explained very clearly, 
Bill C-4 is very restrictive, particularly when it comes to privileges 
and to the image that Canada has traditionally portrayed to other 
countries of the world. 
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I am somewhat troubled when I try to understand why the 
Conservative members want to once again introduce this bill and 
ignore the amendments that we, the members of the NDP and the 
members of the Liberal Party, are proposing. It is important to note 
the direct impacts of passing such a bill, such as the violation of the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and the violation of 
international treaties. I have difficulty imagining how anyone would 
want to pass this omnibus bill, which was already debated in the 
previous parliament as Bill C-49, if I am not mistaken. Many debates 
were held, many witnesses were heard and many facts were put on 
the table in this regard. The bill was not passed. However, the 
Conservatives are once again trying to pass this odious bill. 


This is even more surprising since Canada will find itself in a 
difficult position with regard to international treaties if, in the end, 
this bill is passed as is. The government just wants to do what 
Australia did and it is very difficult to understand those objectives. 


On top of all this, it is very worrisome to see that there will be 
fairly serious consequences if immigration officers are given more 
.power. Many rights and liberties will be violated. One major 
problem involves the discrimination that people who are deemed to 
be designated claimants will face. They will not have any rights. 
What is even more worrisome is that these people will basically be 
put in prison for at least a year. This completely violates the 
Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees. 


The New Democratic caucus therefore has serious concerns about 
passing this bill, as introduced by the Conservatives. We stand firm. 
We want this bill to be amended and we want it to give some 
reprieve to ensure that everyone in need—everyone who is a true 
refugee—is treated equally. It is important to remember that our 
proposals are in no way meant to be weak or condescending toward 
criminals or those who, for political purposes, use certain methods of 
transportation to transport refugees. In my opinion, immigration 
officers are trained and are capable of determining and knowing who 
the real bad guys are. The problem with this bill is that, in reality, we 
are lumping everyone into the same category. 


© (1020) 


And that is not acceptable. 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the hon. member for his speech on the problems 
that exist in Bill C-4. He said that certain aspects of the bill are 
contrary to the law. This bill flies in the face of international 
conventions and the rights guaranteed under the Canadian Charter of 
Rights and Freedoms. I would like to hear my colleague's comments 
on this, and I would also like him to explain the consequences this 
bill would have on Canada's international reputation. 


Mr. José Nunez-Melo: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the 
hon. member for his question. 


Everyone here has heard all about these unacceptable violations, 
specifically the violations of the Canadian Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms. When the charter was created, Canada gained respect in 
the eyes of the world and all the nations around the globe. Canada set 
an example and many countries have drawn inspiration from it. But 
everyone should be questioning the true objectives of this bill, as it 
now stands, because it violates every international convention, 
specifically those related to children. Putting children in jail is 
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unbelievable; it is unheard of, the world over. Even countries ruled 
by dictators would not be able to propose a similar bill. 


@ (1025) 


Mr. Hoang Mai: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. 
member for his response. 


Could he also explain the impact this bill might have on Canada's 
reputation? He spoke about the fact that this bill is an attack on 
children's rights. The government says that this bill targets smugglers 
—that is what is written in the title—but the hon. member raised the 
point that it will also attack the rights of refugees. Could the hon. 
member speak about the impact this bill will have on the rights of 
refugees and on Canada's international reputation? 


Mr. José Nunez-Melo: Mr. Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague 
for his question. 


The topic of children is one that affects us all. Long ago, the 
ancestors of our wonderful nation of Canada built a reasonable 
immigration system, able to support the productive force and 
workers. The children of some immigrants integrate better than their 
parents. If the bill is implemented as it stands now, there will be 
some serious and unfortunately very restrictive consequences for the 
intellectual and physical development of the children. 


The hon. members from the Conservative Party should agree to 
the amendments proposed by the Liberal and NDP caucuses, to 
ensure that we are treating children humanely and that the bill targets 
human smugglers more directly. 


Mr. Philip Toone (Gaspésie—Îles-de-la-Madeleine, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, Bill C-4 attacks refugees. It has no place in Canada because 
it proposes measures that are completely unacceptable. Some 
provisions of the bill respect neither the charter nor Canada's 
international human rights obligations. It is a discriminatory bill 
because it penalizes refugees for their method of arrival. It 
reintroduces provisions from Bill C-49 from the previous parliament, 
which was widely condemned by the community across the country. 


This bill was previously rejected by all the opposition parties in 
Parliament. Many legal experts have said that it violates the 
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and international law. The 
government is telling us that it wants to target the smugglers, but is it 
really necessary to risk our reputation within the international 
community? Is it really necessary to violate the constitutional and 
international rights of refugees? We deplore the reintroduction of the 
anti-refugee legislation. 


This bill allows the minister to order the detention not only of the 
asylum seekers, but also of their children, even if our security is not 
at risk and the detainees are not a threat. The bill allows the minister 
to order the detention and imprisonment of persons seeking refugee 
Status. 
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It is a government's duty to take responsible measures to deter 
human trafficking. It is Canada's duty to take clear and transparent 
measures to put an. end to dangerous and abusive behaviour. We 
must take measures to end the behaviour of criminals, in other 
words, smugglers, who violate the rights of refugees and the 
vulnerable. We agree with putting an end to all that, but Bill C-4 
targets the refugees and not the smugglers. 


Canada is committed to protecting refugees and implementing 
measures that respect the rights of refugees and immigrants. But now 
we are increasing the burdens on our refugees. With regard to the 
former version of this bill, Alex Neve, of Amnesty International, 
recently said: 

Bill C-49 does not get it right in drawing the line between tackling crime and 
upholding rights. It goes after smugglers, in large part, by punishing the individuals 


who turn to them—in desperation—for assistance. Those provisions of the Bill that 
are discriminatory and will lead to human rights violations must be withdrawn. 


I believe Mr. Neve is still right. 


The bill creates a second class of refugees. Even people whose 
refugee status has been confirmed cannot obtain travel documents or 
file an application for permanent residence for five years. These 
provisions also violate the international convention, which requires 
countries to issue travel documents. 


The bill will result in indefinite detentions, and a designated 
person will not be able to submit an application for permanent 
residence until five years have elapsed. Why such a long time? This 
measure applies even if the person's refugee status in Canada is 
confirmed. This bill will prevent refugees who have been duly 
accepted from being reunited with their families and spouses. It will 
certainly not help the integration of refugees into our society. This 
bill seems very difficult to justify. 


@ (1030) 


In addition, as long as designated claimants do not have 
permanent resident status, they will be deprived of the right to 
travel outside the country. This provision of the bill appears to 
‘violate article 28 of the Convention Relating to the Status of 
Refugees. The bill contains discriminatory provisions. Designated 
claimants cannot appeal decisions regarding their claims to the 
Refugee Appeal Division. Since when does Canada fail to abide by 
its international commitments? Since when does Canada deny the 
right of appeal? 


We have to wonder. Why do the provisions of this bill appear to 
violate the provisions of refugee conventions and even those of the 
charter? The bill imposes mandatory imprisonment on groups of 
refugee claimants, including children, despite the fact that these 
same individuals have not given us any reason to believe that they 
represent any sort of danger or threat. The minister will even have 
the power to decide to imprison any refugee claimant upon arrival if 
there is even the slightest suspicion of smuggling. The minister will 
also have the right to imprison refugee claimants simply because 
their identity cannot established in a timely manner. 


As hon. members know, refugees are often fleeing a war zone, a 
place where circumstances are less than ideal. It is difficult to justify 
placing additional burdens on these people. It seems as though the 
legislation even violates the international Convention Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, which prohibits the imposition of penalties on 
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refugees fleeing persecution on account of their illegal entry. Human 
smuggling is a serious problem. Resources and co-operation with 
foreign governments are required to deal with smugglers. However, 
human smuggling does not justify the violation of constitutional and 
international rights. 


The Canadian Civil Liberties Association wrote to the Prime 
Minister and the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multi- 
culturalism to express its concerns about this bill. The president of 
the Canadian Council for Refugees, Wanda Yamamoto, has said, 
“We are celebrating this year the 60th anniversary of the refugee 
convention, but instead of honouring this treaty, the government is 
proposing to violate it.” She went on to say, “Let us not forget that 
the convention was adopted because many countries, including 
Canada, had closed their doors on Jewish refugees fleeing the Nazis, 
and we said 'Never again!””. 


I completely agree with her. After the second world war, the 
international community went through a period of reflection. 
Together, we decided that we never wanted to violate refugees’ 
rights ever again. The ship filled with Jewish refugees that had 
travelled around the world was denied entry to Canada and many 
other countries. They were forced to return to Germany and in the 
end, suffered the same fate as so many of their fellow Jewish citizens 
under the Nazi regime: they were killed. 


The measures being proposed here today will mean that people 
who want to come to Canada, which has been an internationally- 
recognized safe haven, will no longer believe that to be true. Where 
will these people go? Will they be forced to stay in their country? 
Passing this legislation could lead them to their deaths. Is that not 
disturbing? It seems very clear that the bill currently before us does 
very little to deter smugglers. One has to wonder why the 
government is so intent on attacking refugees and their children. 
The government must know that we already have legislation to deal 
with smugglers and traffickers. They already face life imprisonment 
and fines up to $1 million. 


If the Conservatives want to discuss the existing deterrent effect, 
let us talk about it. Why are they so intent on attacking refugees? Our 
commitments mean that we cannot harm them gratuitously. Bill C-4 
punishes refugees. 


© (1035) 
[English] 


Mr. James Lunney (Nanaimo—Alberni, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
have listened with some interest to several speeches by our NDP 
colleagues today. A few moments ago, one of them said this bill was 
repressive, backward and oppressive, referring to the government 
that way. This member now claims that we would be oppressing 
refugees by this bill. He brought up the issue of the Sr. Louis and the 
tragedy of the Jewish refugees fleeing Hamburg who came to our 
coast and were turned back. 


I have actually met some of those survivors, there were a few. I 
can assure members that none of them would be seeking to go back 
for a vacation in the land they had supposedly fled. Refugees are not 
refugees because a smuggler says they are. We have the ability to 
determine genuine refugee status in this country. 
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This bill would crack down on the smugglers. It would actually 
bring some accountability and increase our ability to prosecute 
smugglers, mandatory minimum prison sentences for convicted 
smugglers, and it would hold the shipowners to account. It would 
provide for a maximum of one year of detention, so that legitimate 
refugee status could be determined by our very generous provisions 
in our country. Refugees are very well looked after in this country. It 
would prevent abuse of our system and, frankly, it would ensure that 
‘health benefits of refugees do not exceed those of Canadians 
themselves who support these— 


The Speaker: The hon. member for Gaspésie—Iles-de-la- 
Madeleine. 


Mr. Philip Toone: Mr. Speaker, the health of our newcomers is 
certainly topmost in our interest. We certainly want to ensure that all 
people who come to Canada are welcomed. In large measure I agree 
with him that when somebody comes to this country, we need to treat 
them well. We need to give them access to health care. We certainly 
do not need to imprison them. I do not think that sending the refugee 
to prison would in any way stop the smuggler from trying to make a 
profit off of people's misery. 


@ (1040) 


Mr. Jean-Francois Larose (Repentigny, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
once again, I see the government lacking vision and even effort. 


Being a father myself, I do not understand what I am supposed to 
tell my son when I see this happen. The Charter of Rights and 
Freedoms is supposed to be for everybody in this land. Yet, again, 
with a lack of effort, the legislation that is being brought forward is 
very broad and does not attach itself to specifics. There is exclusion. 


[Translation] 


The roots of this country have touched the soil of every nation on 
the planet and everyone should be welcome here. We should not be 
resorting to repression. The charter is far-reaching, and we send our 
military around the world to say that this charter must exist. We 
encourage democracy and yet, here at home, we are starting to 
exclude people. 


Perhaps the hon. member has a comment to add about this. 


Mr. Philip Toone: Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank the hon. 
member. 


The rights bestowed on us by the Canadian charter are clearly 
rights that we value. They are upheld by the Supreme Court and they 
belong to us all. We cannot deny the rights of refugees just because 
we think that we will control smugglers by targeting refugees. That 
is backwards. It is the opposite of what we should be doing. 


To get to the root of Canada's smuggling problem, we need to 
target smugglers. The bill before us does not seem to do that. 
Instead, it targets refugees who already bear a heavy burden. 
Constitutional rights exist in Canada. I have a hard time seeing how 
the bill before us today could do anything to help control smuggling, 
which is a real problem. If the government wants to table a bill that 
actually deals with smugglers, I am completely open to discussing it. 
However, the fact that we are talking about targeting refugees is 
something quite surprising and, I feel, something that goes against 
our international law agreements. 
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Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I feel 
compelled to rise and speak to Bill C-4 because we need evidence- 
based solutions to address human smuggling. Unfortunately, this 
backward legislation targets legitimate refugee claimants and not the 
real criminals: human smugglers. 


It was 60 years ago that the government expressed its solidarity 
with refugees by signing the 1951 refugee convention, and 2011 is a 
special commemorative year. The UN refugee agency is calling on 
the public to reaffirm its support for refugees. It is calling on 
governments to show humanity and respect for human rights and 
refugee rights. 


The UN has developed the “1 is too many” campaign to 
strengthen global protection in this anniversary year. The “1 is too 
many” campaign concentrates on the central tag line: one refugee 
without hope is too many. 


There is a portfolio of other tag lines such as: one family forced to 
flee is too many; one refugee without hope is too many; one refugee 
returned to danger is too many; one refugee longing for home is too 
many; one child without a nationality is too many; one family 
without shelter is too many; one refugee denied a safe haven is too 
many; one child growing up in a camp is too many; one family torn 
apart by war is too many; one girl raped at gun point is too many; 
and it goes on. 


As legislators we must all ask ourselves, if our family was in 
danger, our lives threatened by the government that is supposed to 
protect us, what would we do and how would we want the world to 
respond? 


Each one of us should remember how many of us are children or 
descendants of immigrants. Each one of us should consider the 
economic, cultural and social benefits Canada has gained by 
accepting immigrants and refugees to our country. We must all 
remember our long-standing dedication to humanitarian values and 
human rights. 


Instead of the government reaffirming Canada's commitment to 
protect refugees in this anniversary year, the government is 
fearmongering, demonizing, and punishing refugees through its 
treatment of asylum seekers and through its proposed legislation. 


I have the honour of representing Etobicoke North, which is one 
of the most diverse ridings in the country. Each week we hear from 
desperate families, such as: a sister trying to bring family from 
Africa because her brother is hiding in a bush afraid of political 
persecution; an uncle giving up his job and leaving family in Toronto 
to rescue three orphan nieces in India. 
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During the humanitarian disaster in Sri Lanka, I heard daily from 
my Tamil community. One man came into my constituency office 
and wrote down the names of 100 family members who were 
missing and he did not know whether they were alive or dead. Each 
weekend during the humanitarian crisis I met with my Tamil 
community for four months. 


Bill C-4 was originally introduced in Parliament by the 
government in October 2010 as Bill C-49 and it was reintroduced 
in June 2011 in the new parliamentary session. If the bill is approved 
by Parliament, it will make significant changes to the Immigration 
and Refugee Protection Act, affecting the way refugee claimants are 
treated in Canada. 


The government claims that the bill is about stopping smugglers 
who are bringing people illegally into Canada. However, the bill 
focuses on punishing the people they are smuggling, including 
refugees who need to get to Canada to save their lives. 


All of Canada's laws must respect the Canadian Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms, which guarantees basic rights. Several aspects of Bill 
C-4 likely do not respect the charter. For example, Bill C-4 says that 
designated persons are detained for one year without review. 


@ (1045) 


The Supreme Court of Canada has recently clearly stated that 
detention without review for long periods is contrary to the charter. If 
Bill C-4 is approved by Parliament, it could be challenged in the 
courts and the courts would probably decide that some parts of the 
bill are illegal because they do not respect the charter. Unfortunately, 
while the courts are deciding the case, refugees would suffer in 
detention. 


Canadian laws must also respect international human rights 
conventions that Canada has signed. These include the convention 
relating to the status of refugees and the convention on the rights of 
the child. Many parts of Bill C-4 do not respect one or more 
international conventions. If Bill C-4 is passed, Canada would 
therefore be failing in some of its international obligations. 


The following are examples of the ways in which Bill C-4 violates 
human rights protected by international law. 


Punishing refugees for illegal entry. The refugees convention says 
in article 31 that governments must not impose penalties on refugees 
for illegal entry. However, Bill C-4 does exactly this by punishing 
designated persons in various ways, including by detaining them. 


With regard to arbitrary detention, the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights says that governments must not detain 
anyone arbitrarily. Arbitrary detention is detention without the 
proper legal protections; for example, detaining people without 
giving them the possibility of having a review of their detention by 
an independent judge. Bill C-4 does exactly this by saying that 
designated persons must be detained without possibility of review 
for one year. 


With regard to separation of families, various international 
conventions say that governments must protect the rights of families 
to be united but Bill C-4 does the opposite by denying designated 
refugees the right, for five years, to apply to reunite with their 
children overseas. 
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With regard to the best interests of the child, the Convention on 
the Rights of the Child says in article 3 that governments must take 
into consideration the best interests of any child affected by a 
decision. However, under Bill C-4, some children could be deported 
from Canada without any consideration of their best interests and 
application on humanitarian and compassionate grounds. 


Bill C-4 is deeply unfair to refugees. It fails to honour obligations 
under Canadian and international law. It deprives individual cases 
from the independent review that justice requires. It would involve 
huge costs in unnecessary detention. Australia tried punishing 
refugees to deter them. It did not work. 


At the same time, Bill C-4 would do nothing to prevent human 
smuggling. More laws would not catch the smugglers who are 
overseas. Mandatory minimum sentences have been shown not to 
work as deterrents. Smuggling, under the Immigration and Refugee 
Protection Act, is already punishable. The reality is that under Bill 
C-4 refugees would be victimized three times: first by their 
persecutors; second by the smugglers; and finally by Canada. 


The reality is that most refugees want to go home but simply 
cannot return safely. We should admire and honour their courage and 
determination as they strive to pick up the pieces and start over, and 
we should recognize the richness and diversity they bring to Canada. 


_ I would like to close by reminding us all that many refugees have 
made a difference and distinguished themselves on the world stage: 
actress and singer Marlene Dietrich; physicist Albert Einstein; and 
our own Michaélle Jean. Finally, one refugee without schooling is 
too many. One refugee child behind bars is too many. 


@ (1050) 


Mr. Hoang Mai (Brossard—La Prairie, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank the hon. member for her presentation. I have a 
couple of questions. 


Basically, the bill says it is preventing human smugglers from 
abusing Canada's immigration system act. We have a member of the 
government saying that this will make streets safer. What is the 
member's opinion regarding whether the bill will make streets safer 
and who will be affected by it? Is it the smugglers or the refugees? 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, It is important for people to 
understand that the bill has been harshly criticized because of what it 
would do to refugees. Refugee advocates denounce the bill as an 
attack on refugee rights. In particular, critics say that the bill 
contravenes the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms and 
Canada's obligation under the UN Convention on Refugees. 
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Janet Dench, the executive director of the Canadian Council for 
Refugees, says: 
It is difficult to understand why the government would be proposing to bring this 
legislation back without change when it has been so widely condemned by legal 
experts, is clearly a violation of our charter and clearly in violation of international 


standards of human rights. There is no ambiguity about this. It does not conform to 
our international legal obligations. 


She goes on to say: 


—refugees...would be detained for up to a year, and even those accepted as 
refugees would be held in suspended animation for five years without any right to 
travel, to reunify with family or get on with their lives. 
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Mr. Paul Calandra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of Canadian Heritage, CPC): Mr. Speaker, would the hon. member 
agree that one of the prime responsibilities of any government is to 
ensure that its borders are protected and when its sovereignty is 
challenged, that its various agencies have the ability to protect its 
sovereignty? 


However, for those who seek asylum in Canada, when they arrive 
in the fashion that the bill would seek to address, our authorities need 
the ability to not only take care of the health and welfare of those 
people on the boats, but they also need the ability to ensure they are 
who they say they are, that we can check on who they are and can 
use our international partners to ensure that nobody who should not 
be in Canada does not arrive here. Surely the hon. member can 
appreciate the need to do that. 


I keep hearing the Liberals and the members of the NDP say how 
the bill would seek to jail asylum seekers. They seem to want it both 
ways. Often they talk about how great our forces are. Many of the 
people who came to Canada on the boat in the last round now live in 
my riding. They are living in hiding, in fear of the people to whom 
they owe money. 


Is that the type of system that member wants to continue to 
support, or would she support a system that goes after the people 
who illegally bring these people to Canada and force them into a life 
of hiding in Canada? 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan: Mr. Speaker, I would point out that our 
sovereignty is not under attack. 


It is important for people to understand that refugees are often 
classified unfairly. Refugees flee their country, not for economic gain 
but to escape persecution, the threat of imprisonment and even 
threats to their lives. They need a safe haven where they can recover 
from mental and physical trauma and rebuild their hopes for a better 
future. 


Intolerance is often at the root of internal displacement and it is 
also present in some of the countries to which refugees flee. 


It is also important to point out that the minister can designate a 
group as an irregular arrival, which happened , for example, with the 
MV Sun Sea that arrived in British Columbia. 


However, the bill does not say that the refugee claimants must 
have arrived by boat in order to be designated. A group could be 
designated even if there were no smuggling involved. Once a group 
is designated, everyone in the group is punished. The bill creates two 
classes of refugees, with one class treated worse than the other. 
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Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is an honour 
to join so many voices in opposition to Bill C-4. 


It is a bit of a déja vu, having been part of the team in the last 
parliamentary session that stood against Bill C-49. It is interesting to 
note that, while all opposition parties joined to oppose that bill, we 
are in the new Parliament assuming, yet again, that Canadians want 
this kind of legislation. 


As we have heard, Bill C-4 is deeply flawed. Not only is it deeply 
flawed, but it also goes against the very image of Canada that we 
have built over decades, an image that Canada is welcoming, that it 
is inclusive, that it is open to not only the diversity of people from 
around the world, but also to the diversity of people who must often 
escape difficult situations, whether they come from backgrounds of 
poverty, or racial persecution or discrimination in their countries. 


Many of these trends are ones that we, as Canadians, have 
responded to over the years. 


I see my time is up. I look forward to standing once again in 
opposition to Bill C-4 at a later time. 


The Speaker: The hon. member will have eight and a half. 
minutes left to conclude her remarks when the bill is next debated, 
but right now we will move on to statements by members. 


STATEMENTS BY MEMBERS 
© (1100) 
[English] 


INNOVATION CENTRE FOR ENTREPRENEURS 


Mr. Joe Preston (Elgin—Middlesex—London, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the St. Thomas Innovation Centre for Entrepreneurs, or 
ICE, is a cool example of a mixed use business incubator. ICE offers 
clients just the right mix of counselling, mentoring, administrative 
support and professional location to help businesses grow and 
succeed. 


Visiting the centre, I discussed progress with some of the business 
start-ups, including computer specialists, a fastener company, people 
with home health care expertise and a great customer service 
entrepreneur in the home maintenance field, sharing great ideas with 
me and with each other. This type of business start-up and growth 
interaction can only take place when under one roof. 


The collaboration of local economic development agencies, the 
Elgin Business Resource Centre and the generous help of local 
sponsors have made jobs happen. 


Yes, it starts with passionate people with an idea, add some 
expertise and mentorship, include a great location like ICE, and a 
perfect concoction is created: jobs, jobs, jobs. 
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COURAGE CANADA 


Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in the House to tell members about a remarkable and 
courageous young man, a constituent of mine, named Mark 
DeMontis. 


Mark lost his eyesight at the age of 17 and his dream of playing 
professional hockey was darkened. Mark is currently rollerblading 
across Canada to raise awareness of the ability of blind kids to play 
hockey. 


I am proud and honoured to welcome Mark and his family to 
Ottawa today. I invite all members to join me on the steps of 
Parliament Hill next Tuesday, October 4, after question period, to 
help send him on his remarkable journey. 


This courageous young man has founded a not-for-profit 
organization called Courage Canada to further his goal of funding 
learn-to-skate programs and skills development sessions for blind 
youth across Canada. His ultimate goal is that blind hockey become 
a sport. | 


As long as we have young people in Canada like Mark, who are 
determined to succeed no matter what obstacles they face, we can all 
continue to have hope for the future of our country. 


kK * 


TAKE THE PLEDGE 


Mrs. Susan Truppe (London North Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, one week ago today, on September 23, the employees of 
Labatt Canada shared their company's responsible drinking philo- 
sophy with customers and consumers across the country. 


This year's Be(er) Responsible Day was tied into Labatt's new 
program called “Take the Pledge”. This program, aimed primarily at 
young people, appealed to all Canadians to sign a pledge that they 
would not drink and drive. In appreciation for taking the pledge, 
Labatt donated $1 to the True Patriot Love Foundation for each 
pledge signed by a Canadian. 


There have been far too many tragedies involving drinking and 
driving. I commend the thousands of employees of Labatt Canada, 
particularly those working in the Labatt brewery located in my riding 
of London—North Centre, for this initiative. 


On behalf of all members of the House, I would encourage all 
Canadians to take the pledge to put an end to drinking and driving. 


XX *% 


PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, on 
behalf of Liberal parliamentarians, I extend my warmest wishes to 
the people of China and to all Chinese Canadians as they celebrate 
the 62nd anniversary of the founding of the People's Republic of 
China. 


Since former prime minister Pierre Trudeau initiated diplomatic 
relations with China 41 years ago, the Liberal Party has proudly 
cultivated the friendship between our two great countries. China is 
Canada's second largest trading partner and the business relationship 
between our countries continues to flourish. 
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In my riding of Vancouver Quadra I am pleased to host and attend 
many events where I can foster: shared prosperity and stronger 
cultural ties between our two countries. 


I send my sincerest thanks to China's ambassador to Canada, His 
Excellency Zhang Junsai, and Madam Yin Guomei for hosting me at 
their embassy celebration this week. 


Liberals look forward to another successful year, working with 
our Chinese communities and further strengthening the warm 
relationship between the peoples of China and Canada. 


kK * 


: MISSISSAUGA YOUTH GAMES 


Mr. Wladyslaw Lizon (Mississauga East—Cooksville, CPC): 
Mr. Speaker, on Sunday, I will be attending the sixth annual 


Mississauga Youth Games, a not-for-profit organization in the city of 


Mississauga, which increases access to sport and fitness programs by 
offering youth free access to activities like baseball, cricket, dance 
and soccer, among many others. | 


Through the children's fitness tax credit, our government has 
proven our commitment and appreciation toward the role of sport 
and fitness in a child's development. With this being a priority for 
our government, I would like to applaud the organizing committee 
and volunteers of the Mississauga Youth Games. 


Programs like these teach youth to become effective and engaged 
citizens through the promotion of sport, volunteerism, civic action 
and by placing an emphasis on physical wellbeing. 


Organizations like the Mississauga Youth Games continue to 
complement our government's efforts to ensure that Canada's youth 
have access to sport and fitness programs. 


I would like to thank the organizing committee of the Mississauga 
Youth Games for its dedication to sport and fitness in Mississauga. 


Te ke 
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[Translation] 


MICHEL BERNIER 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, I would like to pay tribute to one of my constituents in Vaudreuil 
—Soulanges, Michel Bernier, who retired in July after dedicating 51 
years of service to fire safety, a distinction that is unmatched in all of 
Quebec. 


This man is very passionate about the safety of his fellow citizens. 
In over five decades of service, Mr. Bernier fought fires and saved 
many belongings and lives, and he often risked his own life in doing 
SO. 


In 1984, he was the recipient of the Governor General's Medal of 
Bravery. He is deeply dedicated to the fire department and to the 
public, and he is involved in a wide variety of activities within his 
community. 
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Mr. Bernier is seated in the public gallery today. His 51-year 
career within the community and the fire department is unparalleled 
and is worthy of the recognition of this House. 


eT 
[English] 
UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY 
Ms. Michelle Rempel (Calgary Centre-North, CPC): Mr 


Speaker, the University of Calgary is a vibrant, comprehensive 
research university that produces an economic impact of $1 billion in 
the Calgary area alone. 


I would like to congratulate the University of Calgary on its new 
strategic vision entitled, “Eyes High”, as well as on the opening of 
the Taylor Family Digital Library, a new state-of-the-art learning and 
research facility. The building houses a library, archive and art 
gallery, and features unique technologies like editing suites, touch 
tables and a wall-size visualization screen. 


This exceptional facility, one which our government is proud to 
have supported, fosters research and innovation, integrates art and 
culture, and is focused on enhancing the student experience. 


In addition, it has received the prestigious gold leadership in 
energy and environmental design certification, meaning it operates 
with a focus on limiting its impact on our environment. 


I congratulate the University of Calgary on opening this cutting- 
edge facility, as well as on the launch of its collaborative and 
ambitious “Eyes High” vision. 


wens © 


BAHRAIN 


Mr. Peter Braid (Kitchener—Waterloo, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the 
situation in Bahrain has hit a new low. 


After months of crackdowns on legitimate protests, courts are now 
handing out ridiculous sentences to doctors who have treated 
protestors. In fact, some 20 doctors have been sentenced up to 20 
years in jail; their supposed crimes: doing their jobs, their duty under 
the Hippocratic oath. These rulings are unacceptable and fly in the 
face of international human rights law and Canadian values. 


I call on all hon. members to join me in condemning these 
outrages, in calling for clemency for these Bahraini doctors and in 
supporting the democratic ambitions of all Bahrainis. 


Cae dr 


PASSENGER RAIL SERVICE 


Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, this week I had the pleasure of reintroducing my motion to 
return passenger rail service to Thunder Bay and the spectacular 
north shore of Lake Superior. This line was cut by the Mulroney 
Conservative government despite being VIA's busiest route. 


Today rail has been experiencing a renaissance, because it is 
environmentally friendly, energy efficient and a great way to travel. 
This is one small but very important step toward getting Canada 
back on track with a national transit strategy. 
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Returning passenger rail service to one of the most scenic routes 
in our country, through Marathon, Terrace Bay, Schreiber, Nipigon 
and Thunder Bay, will be a huge boost to those communities and to 
rail tourism as well. 


I call upon the Minister of Transport and all parties in this House 
to support my motion to renew passenger rail in Canada. 


We see, 


JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Ajax—Pickering, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
tomorrow is the 100th anniversary of the appointment of Canada's 
first judge advocate general. 


[Translation] 


On October 1, 1911, Colonel Henry Smith was appointed Judge 
Advocate General. This marked the first time that a Canadian officer 
was responsible for the provision of legal services to the Canadian 
Forces. For 100 years now, military lawyers have served with 
distinction, both in Canada and around the world. 


@ (1110) 


[English] 


The JAG is legal adviser in matters of military law to the 
Governor General, the Minister and Department of National 
Defence, and the Canadian armed forces. The JAG also superintends 
the administration of military justice in the Canadian Forces. 


Today 208 regular and reserve force military lawyers provide legal 
advice to Canadian military contingents in Afghanistan, the Gulf, 
north and central Africa, Europe and the United States. Nearly 100 
legal officers were deployed to Afghanistan, ensuring that our 
military efforts there were in accordance with the rule of law. 


Canadians can take great pride in the achievements of their 
military lawyers. I congratulate the current judge advocate general, 
Brigadier-General Blaise Cathcart, and his entire team on the 100th 
anniversary of this great institution. 


CR er 


TORONTO AIR-RAIL LINK 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, one would 
think communities living near the building of a major transportation 
infrastructure should be able to participate in some of the gain 
instead of all of the pain. 


In the case of the air-rail link being built from Pearson airport to 
Union Station, the very folks who through their taxes are helping to 
pay for this service have to live through the disruptions of it being 
built, and have to live with the health consequences of the decisions 
of the Ontario Liberal government, with money from the federal 
Conservative government, to use diesel trains instead of electric 
trains. 


1694 


Statements by Members 


Toronto will be the only major city in the world to be running an 
air-rail link using diesel. Diesel exhaust is a known carcinogen that is 
particularly dangerous to children and the elderly. 


Hundreds of thousands of people live within a kilometre of this 
line in Toronto, including many in my riding of Davenport. The 
people in my riding are hard-working, progressive and honest folks. 
They know we need better and more mass public transit, but they 
want it built right the first time and they want it accessible to their 
community. And when they get on one of these trains, they want that 
train to be an electric train. 


ese. oe 


SENIORS 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Simcoe—Grey, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise today in the House to mark Canada's first National 
Seniors Day, which will happen this Saturday. 


[Translation] 


I am pleased to rise here today to mark National Seniors Day this 
Saturday. 


[English] 


It is important to celebrate what seniors have done and continue to 
do for our country. They deserve our gratitude and recognition. That 
is why we passed a bill last year to officially establish October | as 
an annual celebration of seniors. This coincides with the UN 
International Day of Older Persons. It is an occasion for all 
Canadians to show their appreciation for our older generation. 


Today we recognize the many contributions seniors have made 
and continue to make as mentors and leaders in strengthening our 
families, communities and workplaces. I invite everyone to join me 
in thanking Canada's seniors for making a positive difference in all 
our lives. Together we will recognize that many seniors who give so 
generously of themselves make this country a better place to live in 
the world. 


This October 1, let us celebrate National Seniors Day. 


* Ke * 


NATIONAL GEOGRAPHIC WORLD CHAMPIONSHIP 


Hon. Mauril Bélanger (Ottawa—Vanier, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
three young Canadians did us proud last summer at the 2011 
National Geographic World Championship held in California. 


Alexander Cohen, a student at Ashbury College in Ottawa— 
Vanier, and his teammates, Aoife O'Leary of Surrey, B.C. and 
Alejandro Torres-Lopez of North Vancouver, won the silver medal to 
Russia's gold and Vietnam's bronze. 


The National Geographic World Championship, hosted by Alex 
Trebek, is a two-day international geography competition held every 
two years. Seventeen teams of geography students from around the 
globe met to take part in this tournament. After three years of being 
in the top three of the Great Canadian Geography Challenge, 
Alexander placed first this year and made the Canadian team for the 
championship. 


Today Alex turns 16. I wish him a happy birthday. May his gift 
this year be to win the gold for Canada. We are proud of him. 
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PUBLIC SAFETY 


Mr. Rick Norlock (Northumberland—Quinte West, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our Conservative government received a strong mandate to 
keep our streets and communities safe. Part of that means ensuring 
we have a correctional system that actually corrects criminal 
behaviour. 


The Standing Committee on Public Safety and National Security, 
at the urging of our government, has undertaken a study on how 
illegal drugs that get into our prisons impact the safety and 
effectiveness of our correctional system. However, yesterday the 
NDP member for Chateauguay—Saint-Constant shockingly said that 
taking drugs out of prison makes them less safe. That is 
unbelievable. That is the same party that has consistently voted 
against our tough on crime measures. 


Our Conservative government believes in delivering on our 
campaign commitment to establish drug-free prisons. Canadians 
expect no less. I call on the NDP to finally stop putting the rights of 
criminals ahead of the rights of law-abiding citizens. 


**K* 
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[Translation] 


HOUSING 


Ms. Marie-Claude Morin (Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, in 1985, the United Nations General Assembly 
declared the first Monday of October every year World Habitat Day. 


AS our housing critic, I particularly wanted to mark this day, 
which will be on Monday, October 3 this year. 


The right to housing is recognized by the UN as a basic human 
right enshrined in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The 
right to housing also appears in most constitutions around the world, 
which recognize every individual's right to decent, safe and 
affordable housing. 


I would therefore like to draw the House's attention to the 
exceptional work being done by non-profit organizations dedicated 
to protecting tenants’ rights. 


In closing, I would like to point out to the government that their 
demands are not unreasonable; they simply want the government to 
maintain the current number of affordable housing units and build 
new units so that all Canadian families can have access to affordable, 
adequate and safe housing. 
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[English] 


TAXATION 


Mr. Gerald Keddy (South Shore—St. Margaret's, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, while our Conservative government is focused on helping 
create jobs and growing the economy with our job-creating pro-trade 
and low-tax plan, the NDP is publicly demanding higher taxes. 


Yesterday, the NDP MPs also publicly attacked our Conservative 
government's reduction of the GST from 7% to 5%, bemoaning the 
fact that Canadian families were keeping more of their own hard- 
earned money and not big government. NDP members have stated 
that cutting the GST was probably the worst measure that this 
government could have adopted. The member for Beauport— 
Limoilou said that reducing the GST was a serious problem. Now the 
NDP finance critic has demanded Canadians and Canadian job 
creators be forced to pay yet another new tax, this time on daily 
financial transactions. 


Our ambitious pro-trade low-tax plan to create jobs and economic 
growth is working. Meanwhile, the NDP's anti-trade high-tax job- 
killing plan is reckless. The NDP's anti-trade high-tax plan is yet 
another worrying example that the NDP is not fit to govern. 


ORAL QUESTIONS 
[English] 


THE ECONOMY 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the Parliamentary Budget Officer reported that the 
government's fiscal plan is unsustainable. Its ill-conceived corporate 
tax cuts are responsible for the fiasco we are facing. 


The cuts, which amount to $15 billion a year in lost revenue, are 
almost exactly the same amount as the PBO's estimate for the 
structural deficit. That is further evidence of the Conservative 
government's mismanagement of the economy. 


When will the Conservatives listen to reason and cancel the next 
gift to profitable corporations? 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the hon. member's facts are very deceiving. In fact, the low 
tax plan that the government has put in place is actually addressing 
the issue he is talking about. 


The long recognized aging population issue will impact 
Canadians, as would the $10 billion hike in taxes that the NDP 
would need. 


Our low tax plan will help seniors prepare for retirement. 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
the government's priorities are quite clear. It wants to give $60 
billion in tax cuts to mostly large, profitable corporations. As we 
have just heard, it is using the bogus argument that this will result in 
jobs for Canadians. At the same time, the government is imposing a 
$16 million EI tax hike on the payrolls of small businesses and the 
paycheques of workers. 
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It is rewarding corporations for non-performance and is over- 
charging Canadians for an employment insurance program that the 
Conservatives are using as a deficit-fighting tool. 


When will the government put middle-class Canadian families 
first? 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the last three budgets that the NDP voted against included 
plans to help ordinary Canadians. In fact, the tax reductions we have 
put in place provide a Canadian family of four over $3,000 in 
additional moneys, leaving it in that family's pockets where it should 
be. 


That is what helps Canadians, not a $10 billion tax hike. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Joe Comartin (Windsor—Tecumseh, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
two million Canadians are unemployed and will be for a long time 
because the Conservatives' economic inaction plan is a disaster. This 
particularly holds true for young people. There are approximately 
200,000 more unemployed youth than there were before the last 
recession. This is mortgaging the future of our country, but the 
Conservatives are satisfied. 


Why do the Conservatives refuse to admit that their policy is not 
working? Why not invest in people? 


@ (1120) 
[English] 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, we are not satisfied 1f one Canadian who wants to work is 
still looking for a job. That is why our last budget focused on jobs 
and growth. 


We continue to put forward tax reductions for businesses that 
actually hire young and middle-age Canadians. The most important 
contribution we can make is to provide an avenue for businesses to 
create more jobs for Canadians. That is witnessed by the fact that 
there are 600,000 more Canadians now working than there were at 
the end of the recession. 


wk *K* 


[Translation] 


PARLIAMENTARY BUDGET OFFICER 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, let us be clear. The NDP agrees that the 
cost of private members' bills should be calculated, but the 
government is tying the Parliamentary Budget Officer's hands. It 
has slashed his budget and is refusing to provide his office with the 
resources he needs to do his job. It makes us wonder whether the 
Conservatives really want the cost of private members' bills to be 
calculated or whether this is one of their political manoeuvres to 
overload him and prevent him from examining public finances. 


Will the government give the Parliamentary Budget Officer the 
means to do his job? 
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[English] 
Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, we believe the people of Canada, 


as well as the members of Parliament who are making decisions on 
legislation, deserve to know what the cost is. of that legislation. 


Committees are the masters of their own business. That is where 
that motion originated. However, there is merit in what the 
suggestion that Canadians should be able to know what the cost 
proposals are. It is a very good value. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Guy Caron (Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les Bas- 
ques, NDP): Mr. Speaker, we have already said that the NDP 
supports the costing of private members' bills. However, it is obvious 
that the Conservatives are attacking the Parliamentary Budget 
Officer for telling the truth about the Conservatives' poor fiscal 
management. Suddenly, they are saying they support his mandate. 
Will they use the same logic with their crime bill? All week, the 
ministers refused, over and over again, to give this bill a price tag, 
despite our repeated requests. 


Will the government allow the Parliamentary Budget Officer to 
cost its bills before they are passed in the House? 
[English] 

Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the Parliamentary Budget Officer 
reports to Parliament and offers opinions all the time on all kinds of 
things. Recently, I have noticed that some of the media have 
commented on how accurate those comments are. People can make 
their own judgments on that. 


However, the government's perspective is clear. We set out clear 
budget plans. We follow them. The costs of what we are doing are 
clear. We issue supplementary estimates and estimates all the time 
that set out those costs. 


The one thing that is different regarding the costs set out by the 
government and what they would be under the NDP is that we are 
actually respecting tax dollars. We are trying to keep spending down. 
We are not looking at ramping up the costs of government the way 
the NDP would. 


**e* 


ETHICS 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, when 
Canadians are struggling just to get by, Conservative ministers are 
abusing private jet privileges and are using helicopters to pick them 
up from fishing trips. 


Now we learn that the Minister of Foreign Affairs insists on 
having golden business cards, this despite the fact that using gold on 
business cards breaks Treasury Board rules because it is too 
expensive. 


Why is the minister breaking government rules? Why is he giving 
taxpayers the gold finger? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, when I arrived at Parliament this morning I was deeply 
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disturbed when I realized that the President of the Treasury Board 
was not here to take this question. 


I remember a time when the Liberal Party of Canada used to think 
big on foreign affairs. Its members would think about big issues 
around the world. When it came to Canada and domestic issues, they 
would think about big issues. Now they are returning to a time when 
they are dealing with $400 worth of business cards. That is exactly 
why Canadians have them sitting in the far corner. 


Hon. Scott Brison (Kings—Hants, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, it seems 
to be quite the quid pro quo going on over there. The Minister of 
Foreign Affairs gives the President of the Treasury Board a $50 
million slush fund for his riding. Then the President of the Treasury 
Board lets the Minister of Foreign Affairs break the rules to get his 
golden business cards. It is a very expensive game of “you scratch 
my back and I'll scratch yours”. 


When Canadians are struggling just to get by, why are 
Conservative ministers showering each other with gold? Why the 
golden showers? 


@ (1125) 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, yes, I sat down with the President of the Treasury Board 
and I said, “Have I got a deal for you. I'll give you $50 million worth 
of infrastructure funds if you will give me $400 worth of business 
cards”. 


[Translation] 


Hon. John McCallum (Markham—Unionville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, whether it is millions of dollars in a local slush fund, 
useless advertising or fancy business cards that are against the rules, 
this government will stop at nothing to promote itself. 


In 2009, the former industry minister spent $20,000 on 
photography services in the national capital region alone. How is 
such outrageous spending on shameful self-promotion justified? 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, if we compare the records of the current Minister of 
National Defence to those of his Liberal predecessor we would find 
that the former Liberal minister of national defence used the 
Challenger significantly more than the frugal current Minister of 
National Defence has, but of course the Liberal minister was only the 
minister for 18 short months. 


We are ensuring that taxpayers' dollars are spent wisely and well. 
We are focused on returning Canada to a balanced budget. We are 
focusing on jobs and economic growth. The good news is that plan is 
working. We have seen the creation of literally hundreds of 
thousands of net new jobs over the past two years. 
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VETERANS AFFAIRS 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, for several years now 6,800 veterans who are disabled 
have been fighting the government over what is called SISIP benefit 
reduction. Two DND ombudsmen have said that this is unfair. The 
veterans committee, the Senate committee and the House all voted to 
change this practice. 


Why is the government spending over half a million dollars of 
hard-earned money fighting these disabled veterans in court? Why 
does the government not stop the court proceedings, deal with these 
veterans and reach a comparable settlement? 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, injured personnel in the 
Canadian Forces are covered by a long-term disability insurance plan 
similar to the RCMP and other public servants. As the member well 
knows, they are also eligible for a Veterans Affairs Canada disability 
award of up to $270,000 under the new veterans charter, as well as 
an accidental dismemberment benefit of up to $250,000 under the 
Canadian Forces accidental dismemberment insurance plan. 


If the member opposite is referring to a matter that is now before 
the courts, it would not be appropriate for us to comment on that at 
this time. 


Mr. Peter Stoffer (Sackville—Eastern Shore, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, in fairness to the hon. member, as he is new to the House 
it is quite possible that he does not understand what the SISIP benefit 
reduction is. It is a sinful, disgraceful act wherein disabled veterans 
get one aspect of an insurance policy clawed back from their regular 
benefits. That is why they have gone to court. 


This court action can stop right now. All it takes is for the Prime 
Minister to nod his head and stop the court proceedings. He should 
stop taking these disabled veterans to court and stop Dingwalling 
this Parliament, as the Treasury Board president and the defence 
minister are doing, and deal with the disabled heroes of this country 
in a fair and proper manner. 


Mr. Chris Alexander (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister 
of National Defence, CPC): Mr. Speaker, if the member opposite 
cares to review the real statistic he will find that this government has 
done more for veterans and more for members of the Canadian 
Forces than any government in history. 


The member's party voted against our missions in Afghanistan and 
Libya, voted against new equipment purchases under Canada's 
economic action plan, and questioned the minister's effort to do his 
duty by honouring the families of fallen soldiers during repatriation 
ceremonies. I would ask the member if he and his party have an 
ounce of support left for the Canadian Forces. 


HR Ce 


[Translation] 


OFFICIAL LANGUAGES 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs thinks he can do whatever he wants. 
Today we learn that he broke the rules against having gold-plated 
business cards. Unfortunately, that is not the worst of it. There is not 
a word of French on these business cards. 
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When the minister travels, does he represent all Canadians or just 
those who speak English? 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to send over a business card that is in both 
official languages. 


@ (1130) 


[Translation] 


It says, “Minister of Foreign Affairs, 125 Sussex Drive”. All the 
information is available in both French and English. 


[English] 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I sent him 
my card just as an example and actually it is in three languages 
because some of us also include a language for the visually 
challenged. 


I wonder if the member might help with that because when the jet- 
setting Conservatives have their ministers— 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq: Oh, come on. 


Mr. David Anderson: It's a question for the leader. That's a 
leadership question. 


The Speaker: Order. The least members could do is wait until the 
question has been asked before they try to answer it. 


The hon. member for Ottawa Centre. 


Mr. Paul Dewar (Ottawa Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
members can make fun of people who have disabilities. Frankly, it is 
about example and what this minister is saying is that it is better to 
have gold on a member's card than French. 


Will he commit today to getting rid of his unilingual gold-plated 
card and actually represent this country the way it should be 
represented? 


[Translation] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I said, I have business cards in both official languages. I 
will give one to my colleague. 


[English] 


While I am up, let me congratulate the member opposite. Sunday 
will be a very big day in Ottawa Centre. The member for Ottawa 
Centre will be announcing his campaign for the leadership of the 
NDP. On behalf of all my constituents in Ottawa West—Nepean, I 
want to wish him the very best of luck . 
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CANADIAN WHEAT BOARD 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Treasury Board policy dictates that the minister must provide a 
detailed cost analysis for any policy, regulatory or legislative change 
that is introduced. Could the President of the Treasury Board table 
today the cost analysis done for the dismantling of the Canadian 
Wheat Board? If he cannot or will not provide that analysis, perhaps 
he would explain how he can dismantle a $6 billion-a-year 
corporation and throw the entire prairie agriculture economy into 
chaos without doing a cost-benefit analysis. 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, at 
the root of all of this is marketing freedom for western Canadian 
farmers. We intend to deliver on that. Farmers have done the cost- 
benefit analysis farm gate by farm gate. They have voted with their 
air seeders and their trucks and have moved on to new commodities. 


They have taken away market share from the wheats, durums and 
barleys in Canada. We know there is a global market demanding 
more of those products. If we look at the Australian model, it is 
producing up to 30% more of those commodities for a hungry world. 


That is all the cost-benefit analysis that Canadian farmers need. 
They know they can step up and produce. I wish the member would 
get on board with them. 


Mr. Pat Martin (Winnipeg Centre, NDP): Mr. Speaker, the 
Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food wants to dismantle the largest 
and most successful grain marketing company in the world based on 
a whim. It is becoming a hallmark of the government to hide the true 
costs of its policies, whether it is the crime and punishment cost of 
prisons, or the true cost of the F-35 or, now, the real cost of 
dismantling the Wheat Board. 


KPMG says that it will cost $500 million in closing costs alone, 
never mind the impact to the prairie rural agriculture economy. 


How can the government justify indulging the notion and the 
whim of the minister, at such an extraordinary cost, to abolish the 
Wheat Board without even knowing the cost benefit analysis? 


Hon. Gerry Ritz (Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
Minister for the Canadian Wheat Board, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
will give the member some homework this weekend. When he goes 
home to his riding in downtown Winnipeg, he should check with— 
oh, yes, there are no farmers there. Or, maybe when he goes on to his 
principal residence on Salt Spring Island in British Columbia, he 
could check with—oh, they are not under the Wheat Board. 


He does not have a clue what he is talking about. 


** * 


HEALTH 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, today, 
the Supreme Court of Canada unanimously ruled in favour of InSite 
and against years of Conservative interference. The Supreme Court 
found that the government arbitrarily infringed on the rights of 
individuals to receive the treatment and help they so desperately 
need. 
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The government has an opportunity here to take off its ideological 
blinders and support a vital public service that has saved lives and 
given people hope. Will the government do that? 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, although we are disappointed with the Supreme Court of 
Canada's decision today, we will comply. 


We believe that the system should be focused on preventing 
people from becoming drug addicts. A key pillar of the national anti- 
drug strategy is prevention and treatment for those with drug 
dependency. As part of our strategy, we have made significant 
investments to strengthen existing treatment efforts through the 
treatment action plan. We will be reviewing the court decision. 


@ (1135) 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, that is 
precisely what InSite does. 


Since it opened in 2003 in my riding, fatal overdoses have 
dropped by over one-third. More people get treatment, as InSite is 
there to connect people with the services they need. Today, the 
people who use this service have had their voices heard. The 
Supreme Court agrees, health professionals agree and international 
health experts agree. 


Will the Conservatives admit their failed approach and acknowl- 
edge that InSite protects public health and saves lives? Will they stop 
being the barrier to this very important service? ~ 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I stated earlier, our government believes that spending 
more money on treatment and support to help people get off drugs is 
the best investment we can make. 


As I also said earlier, we will be reviewing the decision. In 
fairness, the decision was made two hours ago. I stated that we will 
be reviewing it and we will be reviewing it. 


[ Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the Supreme Court's unanimous ruling is clear. Insite 
saves lives without compromising public safety. Nonetheless, instead 
of looking at the facts and scientific studies, this government has 
spent years in court, at the taxpayers' expense, trying to shut down 
the Insite clinic. 
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‘Will this government finally put aside its ideology and act in the 
best interest of the health and public safety of all Canadians? 
[English] 

Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I stated earlier, we are disappointed with the decision but 
we will comply. I also stated earlier that we believe the system 
should be focused on preventing people from becoming drug addicts 
in the first place. 


The key pillar of our national anti-drug strategy is prevention and 
treatment for those with drug dependencies. 


I said earlier that we will be reviewing the Supreme Court 
decision and we will be doing that. 


Ed eo ro 


FOREIGN AFFAIRS 


Mr. Scott Simms (Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls—Wind- 
sor, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I read the news this morning and took 
delight in what I saw. It was basically a bad Austin Powers movie in 
which I saw Dr. Evil and Goldmember deciding how to SE around 
government resources. 


What possesses the Minister of Foreign Affairs to actually order 
around Treasury Board as such? 


The irony is that the Conservatives just put forward a private 
member's bill in the House frowning on getting rid of the flag or the 
word “Canada”, and that is exactly what he just did. 


Would the hon. Goldmember please rise and answer to this? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am pleased to inform the member and pleased to inform 
the House that the word “Canada” is on my business card. 


kK * 


ETHICS 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, it is bad enough that the defence minister has become a 
frequent flyer, abusing both government jets and search and rescue 
helicopters, but it is completely unacceptable that the Prime Minister 
uses Our courageous men and women of the arnied forces to justify 
that minister's abuse. 


Repatriation ceremonies are planned days in advance. It is no 
wonder he is so “highly regarded”. He is on the frequent flyer 
program. 


How can other ministers manage to use commercial flights, while 
that minister uses the government fleet as his own personal airline? 


Hon. Peter Van Loan (Leader of the Government in the House 
of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the attendance at ceremonies for 
the repatriation of soldiers who have fallen in Afghanistan is a 
serious affair. They are not planned well in advance. Obviously, they 
are a product of unfortunate events abroad. 


The Minister of National Defence has felt it important to attend 
those ceremonies. The use of government jets by him, notwithstand- 
ing that those events did not occur so much in the past under the 
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Liberal government, has still been significantly lower than that of the 
Liberal government. 


In 2004-2005, from August to August, the member for Wascana 
used government jets for 135 hours. By comparison, in 2010, the 
entire Conservative cabinet used them for 136 hours. Almost exactly 
the same amount. 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Etobicoke 
Nowh. Lise 


Se Se se 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Ms. Kirsty Duncan (Etobicoke North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday, the Minister of the Environment suggested that I do my 
own research instead of listening to the media. 


Did the minister do his own research and consult with scientists 
about the impact of his proposed cuts to ozone research? 


If the minister doubts the reports of an international witch hunt in 
the media, will he either unmuzzle his: scientists or at least state that 
there will be no cuts to the ozone monitoring network? 


@ (1140) 


Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the minister 
and myself have said repeatedly in the House that we are not cutting 
our ozone monitoring program. We will continue to monitor ozone. I 
invite the member opposite to review those statements as well. 


RR K 


PUBLIC TRANSIT 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
Canadians spend, on average, 75 minutes a day getting to work, 
which is 32 working days a year. Days wasted being stuck in traffic 
is costing the economy $5 billion a year. Traffic gridlock and 
crumbling roads are all around us and Canada is the only G8 country 
without a national transit strategy. 


Does the minister agree with me that Canada is falling behind on 
public transit? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I have to correct the facts. Like all other G8 countries, 
Canada assigns responsibility for public transit to the provinces and 
municipalities. 


Since 2006, we have invested $5 billion into public transit across 
Canada, and we will continue to do that. 
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Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is 
time to get Canada moving. The Federation of Canadian 
Municipalities, big city mayors, the Canadian Chamber of 
Commerce and the Canadian Urban Transit Authority have all been 
calling for a national transit strategy. 


My bill sets a plan for all levels of government to work together to 
establish a national vision for public transit. 


Will the government get Canada moving and join together with 
the New Democrats to finally establish a national transit plan? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, our Conservative government recognizes the value of 
modern and efficient urban transit. We have been a strong partner 
with the provinces and municipalities to help them build some of the 
best transit systems in the world. However, it is not the role of the 
federal government to tell cities how to run their transit systems. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Isabelle Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, in all of the country's major cities, workers are 
encountering frustrating traffic congestion every day. Our road 
infrastructure is crumbling. In Montreal, people are afraid to cross 
the Champlain Bridge. In Toronto, there is no longer any such thing 
as rush hour; every hour of the day and night is rush hour. 


Is the government going to respond to the unanimous demands of 
cities and business people and provide public transit that is reliable, 
accessible and affordable? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, never in the history of this country has a government 
invested more in the development and repair of infrastructure than 
this government has. We have invested a significant amount of 
money in the Toronto Rocket project in the greater Toronto area, 
among other things. 


What has the NDP done? Today, they will talk the talk but then, 
when it comes time to act, they vote against the projects. 


Ms. Isabelle Morin (Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities can try to defend himself but Canada is still the only 
G8 country that does not have a public transit strategy. There are 
needs in every major Canadian city. The mayors of these big cities 
have been asking for a public transit strategy since 2007. I believe 
that the Conservatives were elected in 2007. 


When will this government listen to the needs of the people of 
Canada and provide an accessible public transit system? 


Hon. Denis Lebel (Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development 
Agency of Canada for the Regions of Quebec, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I disagree with the hon. member's preamble. Canada, like 
all G8 countries, lets the municipal and provincial governments 
handle public transit in all areas of the country. 


In any case, her party wants to centralize everything in Ottawa. On 
our side, we think that municipal and provincial representatives are 
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much more aware of the needs of their people and that we, here in 
Ottawa, are not in the best position to tell Montreal, Quebec City, 
Toronto or Vancouver what is right for their municipality. 


HONTE 


[English] 


HEALTH 


Mr. Russ Hiebert (South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale, 
CPC): Mr. Speaker, our government's national anti-drug strategy 
aims to prevent Canadians from starting to take drugs and to provide 
treatment for those with drug dependencies. 


This morning, the Supreme Court of Canada rendered a decision 
that may have an impact on those with drug dependencies. 


I wonder if the Minister of Health would like to provide further 
comment to the House on that decision. 


@ (1145) 


Hon. Leona Aglukkag (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as I stated earlier, although we are disappointed with the 
Supreme Court of Canada's decision this morning, we will comply. 


We have always believed that the system should be focused on 
preventing people from becoming drug addicts in the first place. Our 
government believes that spending more money on treatment and on 
support for individuals to get the help they need to get off drugs is 
the best investment we can provide to Canadians. 


As part of that strategy, we have made significant investments to 
strengthen existing treatment efforts through the treatment action 
plan. 


ETHICS 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it has been 
113 days and still no response from the Muskoka minister — 


Some hon. members: Oh, oh! 
The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Davenport. 


Mr. Andrew Cash: Mr. Speaker, the President of the Treasury 
Board is responsible for implementing the rules on access to 
information, but here he is conducting government business on the 
side from his personal blackberry account so that he can cover his 
tracks. 


Why is the minister using every trick in the book to hide? Why 
will he not agree to be accountable in the House? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the President of the Treasury Board has an outstanding 
record of public service. 
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~The President of the Treasury Board voted for the Federal 
Accountability Act, which expanded access to information to a huge 
number of new agencies. For the first time in Canadian history in the 
House, every New Democratic member voted to withdraw access to 
information, to bring a cloak of secrecy over the Canadian Wheat 
Board. 


The NDP is no party to lecture this government on access to 
information. We are the ones who made it more open. 


Mr. Andrew Cash (Davenport, NDP): Mr. Speaker, on the 
subject of accountability, the Muskoka minister has brought a new 
innovation to Conservative cover-up. It is to use of a personal email 
account to conduct government business. There is no need to worry 
about access to information. There is no need to worry about doing a 
little government business on the side. 


We have emails from the minister to the mayor of Huntsville. 


Would the government agree to release the rest of the minister's 
G8 slush fund emails? 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, the President of the Treasury Board is excited to have the 
opportunity to visit the committee to address any concerns it may 
have. 


I have some good news for my friend from Davenport. Not only 
will the President of the Treasury Board be at that committee 
hearing, but I have even offered to go with him to assist in any way I 
possibly can. I do hope the member for Davenport will be there. He 
can rest assured that if the President of the Treasury Board does not 
have the answers, I will be more than pleased to stand up and 
respond. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, after 113 days, the member for Parry Sound—Muskoka still 
refuses to answer to Canadians. We recently discovered that he 
personally intervened to have a project included in the building 
Canada fund. The Prime Minister's guide for ministers states, and I 
quote, “You must answer all questions pertaining to your areas of 
responsibility...” 


So why does this minister refuse to abide by that and to answer 
questions that pertain to him? 
[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, it is because the minister is not here. That is why he cannot 
stand up and reply today. 


[Translation] 


Mr. Jamie Nicholls (Vaudreuil—Soulanges, NDP): Mr. Speak- 
er, the member for Parry Sound—Muskoka should be capable of 
answering for his actions to all Canadians. 


The NDP revealed that he found a job for one of his friends and 
that he intervened in an internal review of G8 spending. Through his 
personal emails, we were able to see what happened with the $50 
million of public money. 


Should the minister not be able to rise and respond? 
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Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I am very happy to tell my colleague that the President of 
the Treasury Board will appear before a House committee to answer 
all the questions that members have for him. I have good news for 
my colleague: he will get two for the price of one, because I will be 
there too. As always, I am happy to answer questions with my 
colleague, the President of the Treasury Board. 


kok OK 
© (1150) 
[English] 

HEALTH 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, 
doctors around the world have been saying it, the CMA has been 
saying it, and now the Supreme Court has said it unanimously: Insite 
in Vancouver saves lives. That is why the Liberal government 
supported it from the start, choosing life over death. 


With today's hearty slap in the face by Canada's highest court, will 
the government finally admit it was wrong in its ideological attacks 
against Insite? What does the minister mean by “We will be 
reviewing it”? 


Will the government respect the Supreme Court's decision and 
stop attacking Insite? 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, not to repeat my answers that I provided earlier, the 
decision was released two hours ago. We will review the decision of 
the Supreme Court. | 


I am sure the members opposite have not had the opportunity to 
review the decision either. We will do our part and our due diligence 
and review the Supreme Court decision. 


wk *E* 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, in 
2010 the Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism 
exceeded his targets with overall immigration, but fell short when it 
came to families. 


The greatest backlogs today in immigration deal with parents. We 
have Canadians who are trying to get their loved ones, their parents, 
to be able to come to Canada. The government, more than any other 
government in the history of Canada, continues to add to the 
backlog. It fell short in the area where there is the greatest demand in 
terms of trying to get families reunited. 


Why does the government not believe in allowing parents to be 
reunited with— 


The Speaker: Order. The hon. Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of Citizenship and Immigration. 


Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. Speaker, the louder the 
member yells does not necessarily mean it is going to bring more 
people into this country. 
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I can tell the member one thing: when we took over government, 
we were left with a mess from the previous Liberal government in 
terms of backlogs, in terms of its fear of making decisions with 
respect to immigration, its fear of increasing the number of people 
who could come to this country to start a new life. 


That fear is gone. This government understands where it is going 
on immigration. It understands why it is doing it. Families across this 
country understand what this government is doing. 


*** 
[Translation] 


THE ENVIRONMENT 


Mr. Francois Pilon (Laval—Les Îles, NDP): Mr. Speaker, it is 
time for this government to agree to study hydraulic fracturing. The 
problem, however, is that this practice is already taking place. 
Communities have good reason to be worried about the chemicals 
being used and the groundwater being contaminated. 


Will the minister respect the government's mandate, which is to 
regulate this practice, instead of simply waiting until new studies are 
published? 


[English] 
Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I would remind 


my colleague that this is mainly a provincial and territorial 
responsibility. 


I had the pleasure of debating this very issue during adjournment 
proceedings last week. I can tell the member opposite that a greater 
understanding of environmental impacts will benefit us all. That is 
why we have put forward two studies that we mentioned last week. 


Let me remind my colleague that our government has created 
nearly 600,000 new jobs and that responsible development of shale 
gas has a potential to create even more. 


Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP): Mr. 
Speaker, not only does hydraulic fracturing require enormous 
amounts of water, but the process also uses a toxic brew of 
chemicals to pollute groundwater. Exactly what chemicals remains a 
mystery, as companies are not required to disclose that information. 


When will the government close the regulatory loopholes and 
force companies to reveal what chemicals they are injecting into our 
groundwater? 


Ms. Michelle Rempel (Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister of the Environment, CPC): Mr. Speaker, as I said last 
week in adjournment proceedings, the Minister of the Environment 
has recommended a proposal to the Council of Canadian Academies 
for an independent expert panel assessment of the state of scientific 
knowledge on potential environmental impacts. He has also asked it 
to review mitigation options. 


*** 


THE ECONOMY 
Mr. James Rajotte (Edmonton—Leduc, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
our Conservative government is focused on the economy and 


helping create jobs with the next phase of Canada's economic action 
plan. 
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In fact, across Canada small businesses are expanding with help 
from job-creating measures like the hiring credit for small business 
that was in the last budget. Manufacturers are also growing, with 
new tax relief for new productivity-improving machinery and 
equipment, a measure that was also extended in the last budget. 


Can the Minister of State (Finance), the pride of Claresholm, 
Alberta, please update the House on the state of the economy and the 
impact of these specific measures? 


@ (1155) 


‘Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank the chair of the finance committee, 
who is doing a great job on that committee, for a wonderful question. 


In answer to that question, again today Statistics Canada has 
reported that July's GDP numbers have actually grown. That is good 
news. 


Why have they grown? It is because we have a plan to get people 
back to work. We have a plan to increase jobs in this country. In fact, 
there are 600,000 more people working now than there were in July 
of 2009. The plan is working, and so are more Canadians. 


However, we do need to remember that the economic recovery is 
fragile around the world, and we need to be— 


The Speaker: Order, please. The hon. member for Wascana. 


XX * 


TAXATION 


Hon. Ralph Goodale (Wascana, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, there is 
concern across the country among many law-abiding Canadian 
citizens and taxpayers about the long arm of the U.S. tax collection 
department. Even the Canadian Bankers Association is upset. The 
Americans are trying to enforce their laws beyond their borders and 
are threatening Canadians to that effect. 


So far, the government has offered Canadians tea and sympathy. 
Will the government do something a little more tangible? Will it set 
up an advocacy centre to actively inform and assist Canadians who 
are unfairly being put upon by the extraterritorial excursions of the 
U.S. IRS? 


Hon. Ted Menzies (Minister of State (Finance), CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, certainly we are concerned with what is happening to many 
honest taxpaying Canadians who were not expecting this to be 
imposed upon them. The finance minister has spoken to his U.S. 
counterpart, saying in no uncertain terms that we do not want this 
unfair treatment to Canadian taxpayers who are honest law-abiding 
citizens. We are encouraging the U.S. to be very fair with our 
citizens. 
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CANADIAN AIR AND SPACE MUSEUM 


Mr. Mike Sullivan (York South—Weston, NDP): Mr. Speaker, 
with no notice, Downsview Park closed the doors on the Canadian 
Air and Space Museum and ordered Canadian veterans to remove all 
of their artifacts. The historic de Havilland factory will now make 
way for a hockey arena. 


Yesterday and today the Minister of Canadian Heritage and 
Official Languages claimed that apparently the Conservative 
government was elected on a mandate to invest in Canadian 
museums. 


Why will it not order this museum opened again, and defend it 
and the historic Avro Arrow? 


Hon. Rona Ambrose (Minister of Public Works and Govern- 
ment Services and Minister for Status of Women, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, as the member knows, Downsview Park is a crown 
corporation that is at arm's length from the government, and this was 
a business decision that Downsview Park took. 


As we know, this is a private museum, and I applaud the Minister 
of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages because he has 
directed his officials to see if the Canada Aviation and Space 
Museum could work with this museum to see if there is a way that it 
can accommodate its historical treasures. 


XX *% 


CANADA-ISRAEL RELATIONS 


Ms. Joyce Bateman (Winnipeg South Centre, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, when I attended a meeting on Tuesday for the election of a 
new executive for the Canada-Israel group, I was most disappointed 
to see how few opposition members bothered to show up. Only three 
Liberal MPs and, shockingly, zero NDP MPs chose to attend. Let us 
compare that with the 60 Conservative MPs present. 


Can the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship and 
Immigration inform the House how our government is taking action 
on issues that are important to Canada-Israel relations and to the 
Jewish community in Canada? 


Mr. Rick Dykstra (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Citizenship and Immigration, CPC): Mr. speaker, it is very 
disappointing that not one member of the NDP actually chose to 
attend this event and that only three Liberal members attended. 


Whether it is our refusal to participate in the Durban II and III 
conferences, standing up for a negotiated two-party solution between 
Israel and Palestine, supporting a national task force on Holocaust 
research, or becoming the first country to sign the Ottawa protocol, 
our government's record of taking a principled stand against anti- 
Semitism and standing up for the Jewish community is clear. 


RIRES 


ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS 
Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Mr. Speaker, suicide 
prevention should .be a national priority. Tragically, Canada's 
aboriginal youth suicide rate is five to six times higher than the 
Canadian average. 


We know that providing healthy alternatives is the key: 
investments in education, recreation centres and the necessary 
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programming. Prevention requires investment and does not mean 
waiting for the suicide rate to go up in communities. 


When will the Conservatives work with aboriginal communities, 
listen to the needs of aboriginal young people and stand up to build 
hope for so many of these people across our country? 


© (1200) 


Hon. Leona Aglukkaq (Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, too many Canadian families have to deal with the anguish 
of losing a loved one to suicide. That is why our government is 
funding programs to build their strength on protective factors, such 
as ensuring that family and community supports are there. In budget 
2010, $75 million was spent to implement the national aboriginal 
suicide prevention strategy to assist over 150 community-based 
projects. 


ke eX 
[Translation] 


MONARCHIST SYMBOLS 


Mr. André Bellavance (Richmond—Arthabaska, BQ): Mr. 
Speaker, the Conservatives are clearly impressed by princess stories 
and seem willing to spare no expense to impose monarchist symbols: 
displaying the Queen's portrait at the Department of Foreign Affairs 
and in embassies, installing a stained glass window in the Senate, 
redesigning passports to include the crown, adding “royal” to the 
designation of the air force and navy, spending millions of dollars on 
royal visits, and I could go on. 


Instead of applauding, is the already discredited President of the 
Treasury Board not ashamed to be spending so much money on 
archaic symbols rejected by the Quebec nation, when he is imposing . 
such drastic cuts on services to the public? 


[English] 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I know that when this member first arrived in Ottawa, he 
put his hand on the Bible and took an oath to Queen Elizabeth II and 
her rightful heirs and successors. He did not do it once; he took an 
oath to the Queen at least for four or five times, and so did each 
member of the House. 


Queen Elizabeth II is our head of state. I know there is great 
enthusiasm for the great work the Minister of National Defence did 
in going back to the old symbols of the Royal Canadian Navy and 
the Royal Canadian Air Force. 


We are also very pleased that portraits of Canada's head of state 
now proudly adorn the walls of all of our museums around the 
world. 
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POINTS OF ORDER 
ORAL QUESTIONS 


Ms. Libby Davies (Vancouver East, NDP): Mr. Speaker, I do 
have a point of order. I know that the Minister of Foreign Affairs is 
having a bit of a hard day today as he shuffles through all his 
business cards, trying to figure out which one he is actually using, 


gold or not. I know he might be happy that a certain member is not . 


here today, but I would gently remind him that he does know the 
rules of the House, that he should not refer to a member who is not 
present in the House. I would just remind him of that. I know he is 
having a hard day today. 


Hon. John Baird (Minister of Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate the wise counsel from my friend from 
Vancouver East. If the President of the Treasury Board or his family 
or any of his constituents were offended by my unacceptable actions, 
I apologize. 


* eK * 


PRESENCE IN THE GALLERY 


The Speaker: On two occasions this week, during statements by 
members, once by a member of the government caucus and once by 
a member of the official opposition, individual members took it upon 
themselves to recognize special guests who are in the galleries. I 
want to remind all hon. members that it has been a long-standing 
practice in the House that this is a prerogative of the Chair. 


As O'Brien and Bosc's House of Commons Procedure and: 


Practice states at page 284: 


Only from the Speaker’s Gallery can distinguished visitors (such as heads of state, 
heads of government and parliamentary delegations invited to Canada and celebrated 
Canadians) be recognized and introduced to the House, and only by the Speaker. 
Members other than the Speaker may not refer to the presence of any visitors in the 
galleries at any time. 


[ Translation] 


Only distinguished visitors can be recognized and introduced to 
the House, and only by the Speaker. 


[English] 


I ask for the co-operation of all members in respecting this 
approach as it ensures fairness and safeguards the time of the House. 


ROUTINE PROCEEDINGS 
[English] 


TREATIES AND AGREEMENTS 


Mr. Bob Dechert (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, CPC): Mr. Speaker, pursuant to Standing Order 32 
(2), I have the honour to table in both official languages three 
treaties. 


They are: first, exchange of notes between the Government of 
Canada and the Government of the United States of America, 
constituting the agreement amending Chapter 4, Annex 4 of the 
Treaty between the Government of Canada and the Government of 
the United States of America concerning Pacific salmon, done at 
Washington on December 21, 2010; second, third protocol amending 
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the Treaty of Amity and Co-operation in Southeast Asia, done at 
Hanoi on July 23, 2010; and third, agreement between Canada and 
the Hellenic Republic concerning youth mobility, done at Athens on 
May 28, 2011. 


An explanatory memorandum is included with each treaty. I have 
two copies of each treaty to table. 


kk + 
© (1205) 


CANADIAN HUMAN RIGHTS ACT 


Mr. Brian Storseth (Westlock—St. Paul, CPC) moved for leave 
to introduce Bill C-304, An Act to amend the Canadian Human 
Rights Act (protecting freedom). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I rise today in this House to introduce a bill 
entitled “An Act to amend the Canadian Human Rights Act 
(protecting freedom)”. 


Freedom of speech is a fundamental principle in our democracy 
and one which Canadians have fought and died for, for over a 
century. This is not a fight that one Canadian can take on himself, 
but rather an issue that all Canadians must engage in vigorously. 


In this, I would like to thank my friends and colleagues such as 
Senator Finley and the member for St. Catharines who ‘have 
rigorously pursued a freer, more open society, and resisted the 
tyrannical instincts of bureaucracy to censor speech in our great 
country. 


Freedom of speech is the freedom that all other freedoms are built 
on. It cannot be restrained to the politically correct. The best way to 
fight bigotry is to ensure that we protect and enhance our 
fundamental freedoms in this great country of ours. That is why I 
ask all members in this House to support this bill that protects the 
fundamental building block of democracy: freedom of speech. God 
bless. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


XX * 


NATIONAL PUBLIC TRANSIT STRATEGY ACT 


Ms. Olivia Chow (Trinity—Spadina, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-305, An Act to establish a National Public Transit 
Strategy. 


She said: Mr. Speaker, I move, seconded by the member for 
Vaudreuil-Soulanges, to introduce a bill to establish a national public 
transit strategy for Canada. 


[Translation] 


I rise today to introduce this bill, which would establish a national 
public transit strategy. 


[English] 


The strategy would secure a permanent federal investment plan in 
innovation research. It would provide federal leadership in working 
with all levels of government to co-ordinate planning. This strategy 
would get Canada moving in line with other G8 nations by helping 
to provide public transit that is fast, accessible and affordable to all 
Canadians. - | 
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[Translation] 


This would help move Canada forward. 
(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


kK * *% 


PARLIAMENT OF CANADA ACT 


Mr. Mathieu Ravignat (Pontiac, NDP) moved for leave to 
introduce Bill C-306, An Act to amend the Parliament of Canada Act 
(political affiliation). 


He said: Mr. Speaker, first, I would like to thank my colleague, the 
member for Sackville—Eastern Shore, for seconding this bill and for 
the excellent work he has done for a number of years on bills that are 
important to Canadians. I am honoured and very pleased to introduce 
my first bill in this House regarding political affiliation. This bill 
follows up on one of my party's election promises: to ensure that 
politicians are held accountable for the choice made by their 
constituents, and to prevent them from playing politics to benefit 
their personal careers by changing political parties when they feel 
like it. 

[English] 
With it we are helping to fix Ottawa. 


[Translation] 


The bill provides that a member's seat in the House of Commons 
will be vacated and a by-election called for that seat if the member 
was elected to the House as a member of a political party, as the case 
may be. However, the seat will not be vacated if the member, having 
been elected as a member of a political party, chooses to sit as an 
independent. 


(Motions deemed adopted, bill read the first time and printed) 


+ x *% 
@ (1210) 
[English] 
PETITIONS 
JUSTICE 


Mr. David Anderson (Cypress Hills—Grasslands, CPC): Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank one of my constituents for organizing this 
petition. I am honoured to present a petition to the Government of 


Canada which draws its attention to have offences against children 


broken down into categories such as inappropriate touching, 
pornography, assault, and battery and rape, with each carrying a 
sentence commensurate with the crime. Rape seems to cause the 
most damage psychologically and physically, therefore the peti- 
tioners would like to see longer than three year jail sentences, 
preferably 10 to 20 years for pedophiles with no chance of parole 
and no pardons. 


IMMIGRATION 


Mr. Kevin Lamoureux (Winnipeg North, Lib.): Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to give thanks to a constituent in my riding for providing 
me with this petition from Calgary which states that immigration 
processing time for sponsoring parents is causing great hardships 
and is preventing families from being together. Due to lengthy 
processing times in some immigration categories thousands of 
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families every year are being kept apart. This picks up on the issue 
that I raised today in question period, which is that the government 
needs to have more of a caring heart in terms of speeding up the 
process of enabling parents abroad, in a fair and more timely fashion, 
to come to Canada as quickly as possible. 


RIRE 


QUESTIONS ON THE ORDER PAPER 


Mr. Tom Lukiwski (Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of 
the Government in the House of Commons, CPC): Mr. Speaker, I 
ask that all questions be allowed to stand. 


The Speaker: Is that agreed? 


Some hon. members: Agreed. 


*K*Ke* 


HOUSE OF COMMONS CALENDAR, 2012 


The Speaker: Pursuant to Standing Order 28(2)(b), I have the 
honour to lay upon the table the House of Commons calendar for the 
year 2012. 


GOVERNMENT ORDERS 
[English] 


SENATE REFORM ACT 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC) moved that Bill C-7, An Act respecting the selection of 
senators and amending the Constitution Act, 1867 in respect of 
Senate term limits, be read the second time and referred to a 
committee. 


He said: Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to begin debate today on the 
Senate reform act, Bill C-7. The bill has been a long time coming. 
Reform of the other place has been the subject of strong passions 
across the country that have crossed party lines for the better part of 
a quarter century. While the government's priorities are unchanged 
and the economy remains a top priority, we have an opportunity to 
take the first steps.on this road. 


Our government has always been clear about our commitment to 
bring reform to the Senate chamber. We pledged to do this in our 
most recent election platform and we repeated our promise in the 
Speech from the Throne. I am proud to present this legislation and to 
start the work in the House to fulfill our commitments to Canadians. 


The Senate can play an important role in our parliamentary 
system. It reviews statutes and legislation, often from different 
perspectives than those found in this place. It serves to represent 
regional and minority interests in a different way than they are 
represented in the House. Many of its members and committees have 
demonstrated and provided appreciable research and investigative 
skills and thoughtful recommendations. It can be a place where a 
broader range of experience and expertise can be brought to bear on 
the issues facing our country. 
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Unfortunately, the contributions of the Senate are overshadowed 
by the fact that senators are selected and appointed through a process 
that is neither formal nor transparent, with no democratic mandate 
whatsoever from Canadians. | 


Moreover, there are no strict limits on the number of years an 
individual can sit in the Senate. Under the Constitution, an individual 
can be appointed to the Senate at the age of 30 and serve until the 
age of 75. That means a senator could serve for as long as 45 years. 


Taken together, the Senate lacks any essential democratic 
characteristics. Its effectiveness and legitimacy suffers from the 
democratic deficit. 


We must then ask ourselves the simple question. Is this good 
enough? Our answer and Canadians' answer is no. Our government 
does not believe that the current situation is acceptable in a modern, 
representative democracy, and neither do Canadians. 


Our government has long believed that the status quo in the Senate 
is unacceptable and therefore it must change in order to reach its full 
potential as an accountable and democratic institution. The 
alternative is the continuation of a situation where senators are 
appointed to long terms without any democratic mandate. We say 
enough, and Canadians are with us in saying no to the status quo in 
the Senate. 


In July of this year, polling found that seven out of ten Canadians 
reject the status quo in the Senate. Although striking, this is not 
shocking. The Senate and its reform has been the subject of 
numerous reports, proposals and studies over the past several 
decades. 


While recommendations on how to reform the Senate have 
differed, and differ still, there is one consistent theme that runs 
throughout. Nearly all reports and studies agree that the Senate is an 
important democratic institution and that reform is needed to 
increase legitimacy in the context of a modern, democratic country. 
It is clear that while there may be different approaches to solving this 
problem, all parties agree that reform is necessary. 


Senate reform of any kind has proven to be a complicated process. 
Under our Constitution, reforming fundamental aspects of the 
Senate, such as its powers or the representation of the provinces, 
requires the support of seven provinces representing 50% of the 
population of the provinces. Achieving the necessary level of 
provincial support for particular fundamental reforms is a complex 
and lengthy process with no guarantee of success. 


Canadians do not want drawn out constitutional battles, battles 
that will detract from our government's focus on the top priority of 


Canadians, which is the economy. But a lack of agreement on large 


fundamental reform does not leave us with a lack of options if only 
we have the sufficient will to do so. If we are to begin the journey 
toward reform, we must do what we can within the scope of our 
authority in Parliament. 


Our government believes that Senate reform is needed now, and 
we are committed to pursing a practical, reasonable approach to 
reform that we believe will help restore effectiveness and legitimacy 
in the Senate. That is why we are moving forward with the Senate 
reform act. 
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Through the bill, our government is taking immediate and 
concrete action to fulfill our commitment to Canadians to increase 
the effectiveness and legitimacy of our upper chamber and to work 
co-operatively with the provinces and territories. 


@ (1215) 


The Senate reform act includes two initiatives that would help 
bring the Senate into the 21st century. 


First, the act provides a suggested framework to provinces and 
territories that wish to establish a democratic consultation process to 
give Canadians a say in who represents them in the Senate. 


Second, it introduces term limits for senators appointed after 
October 2008, which would ensure that the Senate would be 
refreshed with new ideas on a regular basis. 


While each of these initiatives can stand on their own merits, 
combining these measures allows our government to act quickly to 
implement our promise to Canadians to bring about reforms. 


As I have already noted, our government has long been committed 
to Senate reform. Our commitment to reform remains as strong as 
ever, and we are now in a position to act on our commitment. We 
have consistently encouraged provinces and territories to implement 
a democratic process for the selection of Senate nominees. The 
Senate reform act will give.clarity to our flexible approach. 


The act would require the Prime Minister to consider the names of 
individuals selected from the holding of democratic processes with 
Canadians when making recommendations on appointments to the 
Governor General. The act would not bind the Prime Minister or the 
Governor General when making Senate appointments. Nor would it 
change the method of selecting senators. 


Therefore, Parliament is able to enact this provision through its 
authority under section 44 of our Constitution. Under section 44 of 
the Constitution Act, 1982, Parliament has the legislative authority 
to amend the Constitution in relation to the Senate. 


The act also contains a voluntary framework, attached as a 
schedule to the act, for provinces and territories to use as a basis for 
developing democratic selection process to consult voters on the 
preference of their Senate nominees. The framework is based on 
Alberta's Senatorial Selection Act. The framework is meant to 
provide enough details to facilitate the development of provincial or 
territorial legislation, without limiting provinces and territories in the 
establishment of a consultation process or in the precise details of 
such a process, which may differ between jurisdictions as local needs 
may demand. 


This is, after all, a co-operative venture. Provinces and territories 
would not be required to implement the framework precisely as 
written. Rather, they would be encouraged to adapt the framework to 
best suit the needs of their unique circumstances. 


It is our hope that this built-in flexibility will further encourage 
provinces to provide a democratic consultation process to give 
greater voice to their citizens and their provinces in the Senate. 
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Before moving on to explain other aspects of the bill, I would like 
to note that the approach proposed in the Senate reform act has 
already been successful and this type of reform has already gained a 
toehold in the Senate. 


In 2007 the Prime Minister recommended the appointment of Bert 
Brown to the Senate. Senator Brown was chosen as a senator in 
waiting by Alberta voters in 2004 in a selection process held under 
the authority of Alberta's Senatorial Selection Act, which was 
introduced in 1989. 


Senator Brown's tireless work on reform both inside and outside 
the Senate is greatly appreciated, not only by me and our 
government but also by the many Canadians who want Senate 
reform and who have campaigned for it for many years. 


Alberta may have been the first province to pass this type of 
legislation and to see its nominees appointed, but it is not the only 
province that has taken steps to facilitate reform. 


In 2009 Saskatchewan passed the Senate Nominee Election Act, 
which enables a provincial government to hold a consultation 
process on Senate nominees. Saskatchewan has not yet held a 
consultation process, but I encourage it to do so at the earliest 
opportunity. Our government continues to be welcoming toward 
discussion and co-operation wherever possible. 


In British Columbia, the previous parliamentary secretary has 
introduced a bill that would provide the provincial government with 
the authority to hold consultation processes. I will be following the 
progress of the bill closely and would encourage my provincial 
colleagues in the British Columbia Legislative Assembly to support 
the passage of the bill. 


More broadly, I would encourage our colleagues in all provincial 
and territorial legislatures and assemblies to consider supporting and 
moving forward with similar initiatives. 


Let us move on to the other major initiatives of Bill C-7. 


In addition to encouraging the implementation of democratic 
selection processes for Senate nominees, the act would also limit 
Senate terms, which can span several decades under the current 
rules. Polls have consistently shown that over 70% of Canadians 
support limiting the terms of senators. When we began to talk about 
specific reforms, that amount of support for one particular provision 
is impressive and encouraging. 


© (1220) 


Under the Senate reform act, senators appointed, after the bill 
receives royal assent, will be subject to a single nine-year non- 
renewable term. The nine-year term will also apply to all senators 
appointed after October 2008, up to royal assent. The nine-year 
clock for those senators will start upon royal assent. 


As with the earlier provisions, limiting the terms of senators 
would amend the Constitution, but, again, it is a reform that can be 
accomplished by Parliament, through section 44 of the Constitution 
Act, 1982: 


Similarly, in 1965, Parliament acted alone to introduce mandatory 
retirement at age 75 for senators. Prior to that, senators were 
appointed for life. 
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As I have outlined, the Senate reform act presents practical, 
reasonable and achievable reforms within Parliament's authority. In 
order to do all that we can to ensure these reforms will be supported, 
our government has also consistently demonstrated our willingness 
to be flexible. We believe that we must work with our colleagues to 
ensure that change is achieved. Let me outline just a few examples. 


Concerning the selection of Senate nominees, we have given 
discretion to the provinces and ‘territories to develop their own 
consultation processes. As I noted, the Senate reform act includes a 
voluntary framework that is meant to provide a basis for the 
development of consultation processes. However, we have been 
clear that provinces and territories are not bound to the rules 
proposed in the framework. 


For example, the framework proposes that consultations use an 
electoral system known as plurality at large, which is a version of our 
first-past-the-post electoral system applied to multi-member districts. 
Despite this, the Prime Minister has indicated that he is willing to 
consider the names of any nominee that is selected by voters in a 
democratic process. This means that provinces and territories are free 
to choose an electoral system that will ensure effective representation 
for their citizens and that will account for local or regional 
considerations as may be determined necessary. 


Turning to term limits, our government has made a number of 
amendments to respond to comments made during previous 
examinations of this proposal. 


One change was to increase the term limit from an eight-year term 
to a nine-year term. From the beginning, the Prime Minister: was 
clear that he was willing to be flexible on the length of the term, as 
long as the principle of the bill, a truly limited term, was respected. 


Our government decided to increase the term limit by one year in 
response to concerns that in the future, eight-year term limits could 
allow a two-term prime minister to appoint the entire Senate. In 
modifying the term limits, we are demonstrating our flexibility and 
desire to work with colleagues in order to ensure that this important 
reform is adopted. 


I would note that this is not the only change we have made with 
respect to term limits. When the bill to first limit the terms of 
senators was first introduced in 2006, the bill allowed for senators to 
be reappointed for further terms and proposed elimination of the 
mandatory retirement age for senators. Following study of the bill, a 
number of concerns were raised that renewable terms could 
compromise the independence of the Senate, since senators might 
modify their behaviour to attempt to have their terms renewed by the 
government of the day. Therefore, our government responded to this 
concern and all subsequent versions of the bill have proposed a 
single term. 


During its study of the bill, the Standing Senate Committee on 
Legal and Constitutional Affairs recommended that the mandatory 
retirement age of 75 be maintained. When the bill was reintroduced 
in the last Parliament, the mandatory retirement age for senators was 
retained, illustrating our willingness to listen to our Senate 
colleagues. The Senate reform act would keep the mandatory 
retirement age for senators. 
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I raise these points because I want to be clear about our 
commitment to both change and flexibility. Our goal is to begin the 
reform process and we want to be as constructive as we can while 
ensuring we move forward. 


I believe it is fair to say that, while many in this House agree that 


changes to the Senate are necessary, we sometimes disagree on the 


way forward. 


In contrast to the position of the other parties, it is clear that our 
government's approach is the practical and reasonable way forward. 
It is the approach that can truly achieve results. In fact, the stated 
positions of the opposition parties are essentially arguments in 
favour of the status quo. Their proposals have such a low chance of 
success that they might as well not even propose them at all. 


For example, the official opposition would try to abolish the 
Senate. This position is untenable for a number of reasons. 


First, there is no consensus among the provinces to abolish the 
Senate. To take away the Senate, without significant other reforms, 
would be to seriously damage the effective representation of large 
sections of our country in our Parliament. 


@ (1225) 


A second reason why this approach is undesirable is simply 
because Canadians do not support this idea. Polls have consistently 
shown that this proposal does not garner popular support. Our 
second chamber, though flawed, can serve valuable democratic 
functions if we can reform it to make it more effective and 
legitimate. 


We should have enough respect for institutions and our democracy 
toward the implementation of an institution in need of repair. 


The position of the Liberal Party, on the other hand, has been to 
advocate for a process, not a result. The Liberals do not support the 
reform of the Senate. Their 13-year record of inaction demonstrates 
their opposition. They have been clear about this. Yet their 
suggestion is to open the Constitution and begin a process that we 
know would end in a bitter, drawn-out national conflict, without 
Senate reforms being achieved. Their approach is a recipe for 
accomplishing nothing. 


I reject Liberal obstructionism and encourage the them to join us 
in implementing constructive reforms that are reasonable and 
achievable. 


Let us be clear. Our reforms are reasonable and achievable. They 
are absolutely within Parliament's authority to enact. 


Our government is dedicated to reforming the Senate so that it 
better reflects the values of hard-working Canadians across the 
country. My constituents tell me that they want change. I believe that 
the time for change in the Senate has come. 


With the Senate reform act, our government is presenting modest 
but important and attainable changes that would improve the Senate 
by providing it with greater legitimacy in the eyes of Canadians. I 
consider the enhancement of our democratic institutions a significant 
responsibility and I am privileged to be working with my hon. 
colleagues to meet this common objective. 
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I encourage all my colleagues to work toward achieving these 
reforms, giving Canadians a stronger voice in determining who 
represents them in the Senate. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, my first comment for the minister would be this. Just 
because the government says that it will have reform, that does not 
make it good reform. We saw that with former Ontario Premier Mike 
Harris when he said that he would change the education system. The 
problem is that he made it worse. That is how we see this bill. It is 
reform, but it is bad reform. It takes us in the wrong direction. 


My question is very straightforward. One of the key fundamental 
components of democracy is accountability. Given that no senator, 
under this law, is allowed to run for re-election, given the promises 
they make to get elected, how on earth are they ever held 
accountable for whether they kept those promises for the actions 
and the votes they did in office if the law prohibits them from being 
accountable? Where is the accountability? 
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Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, first, it is obvious that the 
status quo in the Senate is unacceptable. Canadians have said this. 
Seven out of 10 believe it is unacceptable. 


It is unfortunate. Although the NDP members talk about the 
reforms, they have not suggested any reforms that would be 
reasonable or practical, that could pass in this place and that would 
be a part of parliament's authority to move forward on. They have no 
ideas. 


As for accountability in the Senate, the important thing is that the 
senators are not to be renewed. There would be one nine-year term 
limit. This would ensure that senators could not rely on a 
government to reappoint them. They could act independently, do 
their studies independently, they can speak independently and not 
have to rely upon a prime minister or a government to reappoint 
them. That is accountability. 


Also, as term limits are over in nine years, this would 
continuously bring new and fresh ideas and new people in to the 
Senate, which is important. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): Mr. 
Speaker, up to now, the minister's co-operation with the opposition 
has been very good. I want him for that. He should be an example for 
many of his colleagues and the staff of the government. 


On the contents, though, we have, for now at least, a very deep 
disagreement. 


First, section 42(1)(b) of our Constitution states that changing the 
method of selecting senators requires a 7/50 formula. The title of the 
bill is, “An Act respecting the selection of senators”, so it is clearly 
an unconstitutional bill if it is done only by Parliament. 


However, in relation to it, I would like to ask the minister this. 
Why is he willing to penalize his province this way? The very 
moment the Senate will be elected, since his province has only six 
senators, while New Brunswick, for example, has ten senators, it will 
be terribly powerful and unfair for the province of Alberta and the 
province of British Columbia. Why is he penalizing the west this 
way? 
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Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, the member talked about the 
constitutionality of the Senate selection process. It actually does not 
change the Senate selection process. We are asking the provinces to 
provide nominees. The Prime Minister would consider those 
nominees in making recommendations to the Governor General. 
That process will not change. 


Under section 44 of the Constitution, these Senate reforms are 
completely within Parliament's authority to do. I will give two 
examples. The Liberals, in 1965, changed the lifetime term limit for 
senators to a term ending when a senator turned 75 years old. 


Currently, Senator Brown has been selected in this way. There are 
precedents for both reforms in the Senate reform act. 


As for changing the number of seats, the hon. member well knows 
that would require us to open up the Constitution. Canadians do not 
want a long drawn out constitutional battle. They want us to focus on 
the economy and keeping the streets safe. 


We have an opportunity to move forward and make some reforms 
that would bring the upper chamber into a 21st century democracy. 
By stalling and requiring us to open up the Constitution, the Liberals 
are just standing for the status quo in the Senate. 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, in his speech my colleague had 
thoughtful comments and ideas about Senate reform. 


He mentioned that over 70% of Canadians wished to have reform 
and flexibility. It is unfortunate that our colleagues across the aisle 
do not wish to have that degree of flexibility and opportunity for 
Canadians to bring forward a more robust democracy. 


I would ask the minister about the great ideas and responses that 
he is hearing from Canadians and which need to be implemented. 
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Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, it is important to listen to 
Canadians and to have a sense of what they are saying about the 
Senate. I had an opportunity this summer to travel from coast to 
coast to coast and listen to what Canadians are saying about the 
Senate. We are hearing over and over that the status quo in the 
Senate is not acceptable and that things must change. 


Senators can serve terms of up to 45 years and they do not have a 
democratic mandate from Canadians. 


Canadians want steps taken to have reasonable reforms to bring 
the Senate into a 21st century democracy. 


[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Mr. Speaker, first I would like to thank the minister for his speech. I 
would like to ask him a question. 


The bill preamble states: “whereas Parliament wishes to maintain 
the essential characteristics of the Senate within Canada’s parlia- 
mentary democracy as a chamber of independent, sober second 
thought”. 
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Given that elections would make the Senate even more partisan, I 
am trying to understand how this reform could maintain the Senate 
as a chamber of independent thought. 


[English] 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, it is absolutely important that 
the Senate continue to have its independence to freely do its studies 
and not be reliant upon the government for renewal or reappointment 
at any time. That is why we have proposed a non-renewable nine- 
year term. Senators would have the opportunity to be independent 
from the government. 


We have changed the term from eight years to nine years so that a 
two-term prime minister could not appoint the entire Senate. A nine- 
year term is long enough for senators to learn the job and gain the 
necessary experience. It is also a reasonable amount of time to have 
new thoughts and new people who could add their perspectives as 
well. 


Mr. Bruce Hyer (Thunder Bay—Superior North, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I have the dubious distinction of being the author 
of the first bill in the history of Canada to be killed in the Senate 
without debate or consideration or being sent to committee. It was a 
very distressing and difficult day when that bill which was passed 
after due diligence in the House was killed in the Senate. 


Why do we not get serious about Senate reform and simply do 
away with this useless appendage to a dysfunctional government? 


Hon. Tim Uppal: Madam Speaker, I am surprised that the 
member is not completely jumping for joy regarding Senate reform. 
He said that he has concerns about the Senate. That is why we are 
bringing forward these reforms. Senators elected in their provinces 
by Canadians who are being represented by them in the Senate 
would be more accountable to Canadians and voters in their 
provinces. That is why we prefer to reform the Senate. It is an 
important institution of Parliament. It is important that we try to 
make it better, make it more legitimate and democratic so it can serve 
the purpose that we believe it should. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I appreciate the opportunity to address this bill. Let me say 
at the outset that my first reaction to the notion of electing a Senate 
was probably not unlike that of many Canadians. We have an 
unelected appointed Senate, we have abolition and then there is 
election. The Canadian character being what it is, of not wanting the 
status quo and looking at abolition as maybe too radical, the comfort 
zone is that election, the bowl of porridge in the middle, is the way to 


go. 


The reality is that the most radical thing we could do in this 
country is elect the Senate, give it a mandate and create the kind of 
gridlock we see in the U.S. That is radical. Long before we go down 
that road, we should be asking Canadians whether they even want a 
Senate, yes or no. That will tell us what the mandate of the country is 
rather than just our deciding that we know best in terms of 
constructing our Parliament. 
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I also want to indicate that I have some criticisms of the Senate as 
an institution, but none of my remarks are meant to reflect on 
individual senators. In fact, I have the greatest regard and respect for 
most of the senators that I work with. An example of a great 
Canadian currently in the Senate is a woman from Saskatchewan. I 
have spoken about her before. She is a fantastic Canadian who does 
an excellent job. The only problem is there is no mandate or right in 
that place to pass judgment on laws. We should be using people like 
them for the betterment of Canada but we ought to be using them in 


way where we ask them to do specific work and not necessarily be a : 


part of the law-making process. My comments are not about 
individual senators, and I say again that I have the greatest and 
utmost respect for most of them. 


Let us recall the history of the Senate and how we got here. This 
originated back in the British Parliament. It was the House of Lords. 
The whole purpose was to control all the commoners who were 
starting to get some rights. As the Magna Carta started to take hold, 
ordinary commoners like us suddenly had a say in the governing of 
their country. Therefore, the House of Lords was created to make 
sure that the unwashed masses did not run amok and screw things up 
for people who were doing quite well in that country and got more 
than their share of the cream that the country produced. Even the 
current Prime Minister has said the Senate is a relic of the 19th 
century. 


I will use my words to describe this bill and I am going to 
comment on each aspect as I go along. It is radical, dangerous, 
undemocratic, misleading, and not at all what Canadians need. 


Hon. John Baird: Tell us where you stand. 


Mr. David Christopherson: Madam Speaker, I am so glad the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs has joined us. It means we are going to 
have a very entertaining afternoon. It reminds me of the good old 
days back in the Ontario legislature. I am glad the minister is here 
and I am looking forward to the next half hour or so. 


I said that it is radical. To me, this is arguably the most important 
aspect of what we are debating. If we elect the Senate, we would 
radically change Parliament. I said that just now, but who else said 
that? The Supreme Court in 1980 said, “The substitution of a system 
of election for a system of appointment would involve a radical 
change in the nature of one of the component parts of Parliament”. 


The Supreme Court said that this is radical. It is not usually known 
for knee-jerk reactions and going over the top. It is certainly not 
known as being hard right or hard left. It just looks at the facts. It 
sees that this is radical, and it is, because if we abolished the Senate 
and brought proportional representation to this House, we would be 
more than adequately equipped to govern the 35 million people in 
this country. The provinces proved this when they abolished their 
senates. 
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One of the reasons it is radical is that the Senate killed my 
colleague's Bill C-311, a bill which passed this House at least twice, 
and the Senate had no right. Every member of the House, right, 
wrong or indifferent, has a mandate to be here and to vote and pass 
judgment on laws. Senators do not. They do not have a moral, 
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ethical mandate; a constitutional one, yes; a moral and ethical one, 
no. Is that democratic? Certainly not. 


If we elected the Senate and Bill C-311 passed this House again, 
what would happen over there? The Senate would kill it again, only 
now the senators would be all puffed up and would say, “We have an 
electoral mandate to do this. Yes, the House of Commons passed it, 
and yes they are elected members, and they have the mandate and 
the trust of the people who elected them, but so do we. We are not 
with the party in the House; we are with a different party and 
therefore we will do things differently. One of the things we will do 
is stop any kind of progressive legislation that actually protects the 
environment in this country.” 


If we want to see where we are heading in terms of a radical 
proposal that is also dangerous for us as Canadians, we only need 
look at what happened recently in the U.S. Congress. There was a 
piece of legislation on the debt limit that members had to pass in 
order to borrow money to keep the economy going. Normally it is a 
routine thing. It passed under President Reagan umpteen times, no 
big deal. Because of the partisan split where the House of 
Representatives is Republican controlled and the Senate is 
democratically controlled, all the interests of the American people 
seemed to be set aside as the two parties fought each other to the 
brink of a crisis. It put the world on alert for a financial crisis because 
the two houses have their own independent mandate. 


Is that what we want? Do we really need to complicate the process 
of governing more? Do we need to spend more money? That place 
already costs almost $100 million a year. Think of what we could do 
with that $100 million promoting our own democracy. 


The other reason it is dangerous is that the house that would be 
created would be like the house of Frankenstein, and no one should 
take that personally. There would be people who would serve until 
age 75. Under this legislation there would be some people who 
would serve for nine years and some people who promised to serve 
only eight years who would get a free bonus year. Then there would 
be some provinces that elect people and some that would not. There 
are some provinces that believe, like us in the official opposition, 
that we ought to abolish the Senate, so they would not elect anyone. 
We must think about it. It would be like the bar scene from Star Wars 
over there. Never mind the gridlock between us, they would be 
gridlocked over there. Trying to get anything out of that house would 
be a serious challenge. 


The last reason it is dangerous is that it gives the impression we 
are making things better. I mentioned that the former premier of 
Ontario, Mike Harris, used the same technique as we are seeing here. 
The minister in one of his opening remarks said, “I'm bringing 
reform”. By virtue of that we are all supposed to say it is wonderful 
and thank him for the reform, but as we saw with Mike Harris, just 
because it is reform does not make it good reform. 


September 30, 2011 


Hon. John Baird: Don't yell. 


Mr. David Christopherson: Madam Speaker, my friend, the 
foreign affairs minister woke up again and realizes we may be 
getting into some interesting areas. 


The change that was brought in Ontario was a nightmare for our 
education system. We are still trying to get out of the mess that the 
change brought us. This reform is the same thing. Yes, it is reform, 
but it is not good reform; in fact it is very bad reform. One of the 
reasons it is bad is that it is so undemocratic. 


@ (1245) 


I asked the minister what I thought was a reasonable question 
about accountability, one of the major tenets of democracy. I said 
that, when we run for office, we all make promises. At the end of our 
term, we go back to our constituents and we ask them how we did. 
We ask if they were satisfied with the representation we gave them or 


if they want to fire us and hire someone else. We put ourselves out 


there publicly and the people pass their judgment. That is 
accountability. Just the fact that someone is elected does not make 


it a democratic process unless they are held accountable. 


The senators will run on promises, get elected, serve nine years 
and then leave. There is no accountability. By law, they cannot run 
again, so how can they be held accountable. They will be elected on 
promises and the other half of a promise in a democracy is to be held 
to account for it. I am held to account for every word I speak, every 
vote I cast and every action I take. I am held accountable. I have a 
constituency office where people can reach me. 


Elected senators will not be accountable. They cannot be by law. It 
is crazy to call this democratic when they will not be held to account 
because the law prevents it. That is what we are heading into. 


It is also undemocratic because of what the Prime Minister said. It 
is a cute little technique. I am not a lawyer so I do not know if it will 
pass constitutional muster. However, what he is doing is maintaining 
the Constitution that says that the Prime Minister appoints senators. 
He is leaving that in place and all this sort of rests below it. It is the 
process that leads to a list of names that are put in front of the Prime 
Minister. 


I think there is at least a constitutional argument that they are okay 
but it does not deal with the democratic deficit that is in this bill. The 
Prime Minister does not need to appoint those people. 


Some would ask how a prime minister of the day could ever say 
no to an elected Senator from any province. That is a good question, 
a fair question. Might I also pose: Who would ever think that a prime 
minister in the same Parliament that he passed a fixed election date 
law would violate his own law in the same Parliament? 


It is quite possible that we could see a political situation where a 
party that is in government in a province is a real thorn in the side of 
the government of the day. I will use the present government as an 
example. It elects some people and one person it elects is somebody 
who is very loud, very opinionated and who will not shut up when 
people want him to. The prime minister looks at that and asks 
himself or herself if he or she really wants to bring this problem into 
his or her back yard. 
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There is no guarantee that the democratic choice of the people will 
be honoured. Therefore, how can one call it democratic? 


I would also mention that, under what is being proposed, all the 
costs get pushed to the provinces. In some situations it might get 
pushed to the municipalities, believe it or not. In these economic 
times, does anyone really think the provinces look at the federal 
government with any kind of affection when it is handing them more 
things to pay for that the provinces already cannot afford? 


The federal government should at least have the decency to pay 
for its own bill. These people will be federal parliamentarians, so 
why are they not paid at the federal level? It is misleading. 
Everything about the Senate is misleading. 


One of the things the minister talked about, and I am not quoting 
so I stand to be corrected, was the important regional representation 
and interest that the Senate does and can provide. I do not think I am : 
too far off there. 


We need to remember that the cover story when the Senate was 
created was not to keep an eye on the unwashed masses who were 
suddenly being thrown into the House of Commons. No. The cover 
story was that these would be regional representatives. They would 
represent the regions and the provinces of this vast country. We are 
the second biggest land mass country in the world with a relatively 
small population. 


The cover story for the Senate was that we needed them there, that 
we would deal with the riding issues and local issues and the Senate 
would deal with the regional issues and protect the provinces' 
interests. 


@ (1250) 


It did not turn out that way, not for one second. First, any thought 
of sober second thought is a joke. The Senate has House leaders and 
whips, and opposition leaders and whips. Why does it need whips if 
it has independence? Many senators attend caucus meetings. The 
whip of the official opposition is a very good fellow but that does not 
change my argument one bit. That good fellow should get elected 
and come here, not stay over there. That is a good idea. 


The premiers have some strong opinions about these things. It is 
interesting to note that Premier Wall from Saskatchewan fears that he 
knows the answer. Earlier this year. when he was asked about the 
elected Senate, he said: 


I think we could get a little bit more enthused even about the whole thing if it 
became clear that this was not about just an expanded parliamentary caucus for 
existing parties. 


Is that not an interesting quote? 
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I have a letter from a certain elected senator, whose name I shall 
not mention, dated June 15 of this year, addressed to members of the 
CPC Senate caucus. Where do the sober second thought caucus 
people meet? He said: 

Dear Senators, 


Yesterday, in Senate caucus Minister...[for Democratic Reform] was showered 
with complaints about Senate elections and a nine year term. 


The last paragraph is the key, and this is the issue about whether 
the Senate represents the regions or whether it represents caucus 
interests. It reads: 


Every senator in this caucus needs to decide where their loyalty should be and 
must be. The answer is simple; our loyalty is with the man who brought us here, the 
man who has wanted Senate reform since he entered politics, the Rt. Hon. Stephen 
Harper. 


That senator's priority was to be loyal to the Prime Minister, not 
his region and not his province. Abolish the Senate. This is a bad 
idea. 


@ (1255) 


The Deputy Speaker: I would just remind all members, as this 
debate heats up, that it is the custom in the House not to mention the 
name of sitting members. I trust all members will continue to direct 
their comments through the Chair. 


The hon. Minister of State for Democratic Reform. 


Hon. Tim Uppal (Minister of State (Democratic Reform), 
CPC): Madam Speaker, I e listened to the hon. member's speech 
with great interest and I picked up on two things from it. 


First, he agrees with us that there needs to be some type of Senate 
reform, that we need to make some changes to the Senate. He does 
not agree with the way it is today, the status quo. Canadians agree 
with us, so that is what this government is doing. 


The other thing that I picked up on is the fact that he has no ideas. 
NDP members do not have any ideas. They have nothing 
constructive to provide to us. The only idea they really have is to 
abolish the Senate. I am sure my colleague knows that would require 
a constitutional battle. It would open up the Constitution. 


Does the member really believe that drawn out constitutional 
battles is the way to go, is what the government should spend its time 
on, or should we move forward with Senate reforms that are 
reasonable, measured and within Parliament's authority to do? 


Mr. David Christopherson: Madam Speaker, the minister said 
that we support some changes. No, not really. We just want to get rid 
of the darn thing. 


The minister also said that Canadians agree with his government 
and then went on to talk about the bill. . 


The minister also said that we were not proposing anything. We 
proposed two things. We did it in the last Parliament, we will do it in 
this Parliament and we will keep doing it until we are government 
and can make these changes. We proposed a referendum asking the 
Canadian people if they want a Senate, yes or no. We also proposed 
bringing proportional representation to that place and making it truly 
democratic. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, would my colleague agree that because Canada 
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is a federation, if there is a provision in the Constitution that says that 
if a fundamental change is made to the Senate that means it would 
affect not only Parliament but the legislative assemblies of the 
provinces and the country as a whole? A bill like this will surely be 
considered unconstitutional if it is supported by Parliament. 


Would he also not agree that all the provinces would be affected, 
but that the minister's province of Alberta and the province of British 
Columbia would be terribly affected since they are so under- 
represented in the Senate? 


Mr. David Christopherson: Madam Speaker, I would need to 
look carefully, but I pretty much agree with everything the member 
had to say. Whether or not it ends up being unconstitutional, my 
colleague should make no mistake that Quebec will send this to the 
Supreme Court of Canada, as will some of the other provinces. 


The government knows that this bill will never see the light of day 
in terms of being law. This is a big political charade meant to look 
like the government is doing something while knowing that nothing 
will happen. What really hurts is that if it ever actually did, it would 
hurt our Parlidment and our ability to govern ourselves in the most 
democratic way. 


® (1300) 


Ms. Niki Ashton (Churchill, NDP): Madam Speaker, I thank my 
colleague from Hamilton Centre for his fiery speech and the way he 
stood up for so many Canadians who supported the New Democratic 
Party. Many of them refer to our position on the abolishment of the 
Senate, the way we speak out for them and the position we bring 
forward to the House of Commons as the key reasons for supporting 
us. 


The member talked about the nature and history of the Senate. The 
actual structure of the Senate is a relic of our past. For example, I 
could not be in the Senate because I am under the age of 30. Almost 
20 NDP members of Parliament are under the age of 30 and they 
could not be in the Senate. 


If the Senate is supposed to be an institution that represents the 
Canadian people, is it not inherently discriminatory? Is it not against 
the democratic right of Canadians to elect whomever they want to 
represent them, including young people whose voices need to be 
heard in this Parliament? 


Mr. David Christopherson: Madam Speaker, it is amazing that 
in this day and age it is quite all right for that highly competent MP 
to represent her constituents here in the House of Commons but, by 
law, cannot go to that other place. This is one more example of how 
dumb the whole thing is. 


If we were to bring in proportional representation, we would have 
the ability to ensure that more segments of our population are 
represented here. As much as each party tries, the House is still not 
representative of the Canadian people demographically. We have a 
lot of work to do in this House but the first step is getting rid of that 
House. 
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Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, I want to address the colourful reference the 
hon. member made to Frankenstein's monster. He said that we would 
have a variety of different kinds of mandates, and that when 
members of the House are elected with different kinds of mandates, 
we would have different kinds of responsibilities, which would lead 
to a dog's breakfast of Frankenstein's monster. 


I could tell that he felt strongly about it because his voice went up 
an octave when he did it and I heard a wine glass shattering 
somewhere. 


He favours proportional representation, the multi-member propor- 
tional system for the House of Commons. Under that system, some 
members came from a party list and some were elected from 
individual ridings. 


Given that he feels so strongly that different kinds of mandates 
lead to this kind of Frankenstein's monster, why is he advocating 
turning this House into a Frankenstein's monster and removing all 
checks and balances and giving it complete control over the affairs of 
the country? That seems inherently incompatible with his statements 
about mixed mandates in the Senate. 


Mr. David Christopherson: Madam Speaker, I knew when the 
hon. member got up it would be a thoughtful, intelligent question 
and probably a little tough. It was all of those things. 


I stand by what I said. I am disappointed that it was wine glasses I 
shattered; I would rather it would be busted beer bottles, but that is 
just because I am from Hamilton. 


I understand the question. I would just say that the Frankenstein, 
to use that reference, was because of the cherry-picking, all these 
different ideas and different pieces that do not fit together. 


The notion of proportional representation does contain the element 
that the member says, but let us understand that this is only one 
model of proportional representation. We have not said anything 
about a particular model being cast in stone; we just think we ought 
to start a dialogue with Canadians about what kind of proportional 
representation model we should adopt to bring into the House. 


The second thing is that most of the models are well established. 
In reality, we are very far behind in terms of democracy. We think of 
ourselves as a mature modern democracy, and we are in so many 
ways, but with that Senate over there, we are not. 


Proportional representation is about as mainstream as it can get in 
Europe and many other countries. The fundamental aspect that some 
people have a direct election and some are on a list is an issue, but it 
is a systemic issue that is built into a model that has been tested and 
used in many countries around the world, whereas this hybrid 
monster really is not anything. 


We will have senators over there fighting among themselves over 
all kinds of issues. As I said, that is a gridlock in and of itself, and 
that is before we even get to the point of the gridlock that happens 
here. | 


My friend from Saint-Laurent—Cartierville raised this point, and I 
want to give him credit for it: if we do get into the gridlock that the 
Americans have, the Americans at least have a mechanism, the 
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conference committee, to deal with it in some way. We do not have 
one. We have no ability to deal with the gridlock that exists between 
two elected houses. 


Not only is this a bad idea, it is not even well thought out. 
© (1305) 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, my colleague is completely right to raise the issue 
of the danger of a gridlock and blockages and so on. 


At a time when the economy is doing so badly and the United 
States situation is so awful, how can the government claim that they 
care so much about the economy, and that it is a priority, when it is 
planning to create a stalemate here in the Parliament of Canada? 


Mr. David Christopherson: Madam Speaker, I suspect, based on 
the question he is asking, that the government thinks it is a fine idea 
because it controls the Senate right now. If it did not control the 
House under the current system, it would still control the Senate, so 
it probably does not give much of a darn. 


It works for the Conservatives the way it is now. These plans will 
work for them. Everything works for them. The problem is that the 
bill does not work for Canadians. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, the Liberal Party does not oppose Senate reform, 
but it must be done right and in accordance with the Constitution. 


There are three reasons the Liberal opposition cannot support the 
bill. 


First, it is the conviction of the Liberal opposition that such an act 
would be unconstitutional. The fundamental changes it proposes 
cannot be implemented by Parliament alone. These changes would 
require the support of at least seven provinces, representing 50% of 
the Canadian population, notably because appointing senators 
through a patchwork of voluntary provincial senatorial elections is 
clearly a fundamental change; limiting the senators' tenure to nine 
years is a significant change; and giving the Prime Minister the 
power to name the totality of senators at the end of two mandates of 
four and a half years would strengthen his power considerably, 
another significant change. 


Second, such an act would be against the interests of two of our 
provinces, Alberta and British Columbia. Here is why: practically 
speaking, an elected upper chamber would carry more weight in its 
dealings with the House of Commons than it does in its present form. 
The problem is that both western provinces are better represented in 
the House than they are in the Senate, and both provinces have only 
six senators, while some provinces have 10 with a population four or 
six times smaller. 


Third, such an act could provoke frequent blockages in Parliament 
in the absence of a constitutional mechanism to resolve any conflicts 
that might arise between an elected House of Commons and an 
elected Senate. 


For those three reasons, we propose that the government abandon 
this bill, or at least refer it to the Supreme Court to verify its 
constitutionality. 
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[Translation] 


I would like to elaborate on each of these three objections, which 
have led the Liberal opposition to determine that this bill is not in the 
interest of Canadians. One issue is that if this bill becomes law, we 
will have to expect arguments that would pit one elected chamber 
against the other elected chamber, creating delays and roadblocks in 
Parliament. Just think of the frequent intercameral paralysis 
experienced by our neighbours to the south. 


In fact, the situation could be even worse here than in the United 
States, because Canada does not have a constitutional mechanism to 
bridge the gaps between two elected chambers. Both could claim the 
same legitimacy and claim to speak for the people. 


What is the government thinking? What does the minister have in 
mind? Does he really want to bring the same paralysis we see in the 
United States or in Mexico here to Canada? Do we not have enough 
challenges here in Canada without thoughtlessly burdening our 
decision-making process? 


This seems like a very bad idea, especially when we consider that 
Canada is a decentralized federation with 11 governments—14 
including the territories—that have important powers and responsi- 
bilities. In such a decentralized federation, it is important that federal 
institutions, common to all citizens, work well and quickly, before 
drafting legislation or making decisions that may or may not be 
popular, but that at least are not constrained by the ritual opposition 
of two elected chambers, an opposition that would be exacerbated by 
the absence of a constitutional dispute resolution mechanism. 


It is important to realize that the government's muddled plan 
would have senators appointed through a patchwork system of 
optional provincial elections. Funding for these federal elections 
would come from the provinces, and even though they would be 
federal elections, the federal parties would be excluded from the 
electoral process. The provincial parties would control these federal 
elections. What a mess. 


It is not surprising that a number of provincial governments have 
said they are not planning to put up funds for these federal elections. 
This bill is the antithesis of common sense and it is unconstitutional 
to boot. If this bill passes, the resulting legislation would be declared 
unconstitutional because the fundamental changes it would cause 
could not be implemented by Parliament alone. These changes could 
only be made with the support of at least seven provinces 
representing 50% of the Canadian population. This unilateral 
initiative is another manifestation of the Prime Minister's style of 
government: controlling and centralizing. This attitude shows 
disrespect for the provinces and a lack of understanding of what 
Canadian federalism is. 


® (1310) 
[English] 


Indeed, many of the provinces have said that they believe this 
proposal is not something that can be done unilaterally. They believe 
they should be involved, and they want to be involved in these 
proposed Senate reforms. In other words, it is not just we who are 
saying the federal government cannot do this alone: the provinces 
say that, and they want a voice. 
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Wrong for the whole of Canada, this bill is especially ill- 
conceived for the provinces of Alberta and British Columbia. We are 
far from being alone in saying that. Both British Columbia Premier 
Christy Clark and former Alberta Premier Don Getty rightly point 
out that this version of Senate reform would be bad for their 
respective provinces. As the Edmonton Journal wrote, “second 
thoughts” must be given to this plan. 


Let us look at the numbers. Alberta has 9.1% of the total number 
of members of Parliament, but only 5.7% of the senators. The gap is 
even larger for British Columbia, with 11.7% of the members in the 
House of Commons and only 5.7% of the members of the Senate. 
Let us compare these provinces with New Brunswick, which counts 
10 senators for a population 4.8 times smaller than Alberta's and 6.1 
times smaller than British Columbia's. 


This unbalanced distribution of Senate seats, an historical artifact, 
is a problem for the two western provinces and an anomaly for our 
federation. The government's reform would make the situation much 
worse. 


In the existing unelected Senate, this problem is mitigated by the 
fact that our senators play the constitutional role with moderation, 
letting the elected House of Commons have the final word most of 
the time. However, in an elected Senate, with members able to 
invoke as much democratic legitimacy as their House counterparts— 
if not more, since they would represent provinces rather than 
ridings—the under-representation of British Columbia and Alberta 
would take on its full scope and significance. 


Of course, elected senators from the other provinces would not be 
hostile to the interests of Alberta and British Columbia, their duty 
being to address the interests of the whole country, but these senators 
would be more familiar with, and closer to, the interests of the voters 
of the province where they were elected. 


Premier Charest has already announced that his government will 
challenge the constitutionality of this unilateral Senate reform in the 
courts. Premiers Stelmach and Clark will serve the interests of their 
provinces well if they join their Quebec colleague in this court 
action. 


Do Canadians need and want the waste of time, effort, money and 
goodwill thatthe government's initiative would cause? I think not. It 
is time for the Prime Minister, a Calgarian, and the Minister of 
Democratic Reform, an Edmontonian, to give this issue a second 
sober thought and abandon this ill-advised and ill-conceived Senate 
reform plan, an ill-advised and problem-fraught plan for Alberta, 
British Columbia and the whole of Canada in English et en français. 


@ (1315) 


Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, my hon. colleague has indicated that 
regional unfairness is an issue. I am notorious in my own party as a 
supporter of greater equality between members in selecting our 
leaders, so I have natural sympathy with that. 
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However, I wonder if he really supports what he is saying. He is 
quite right that there are 10 senators each for Nova Scotia and New 
Brunswick—actually, there are 12 each. There are four senators for 
Prince Edward Island, which results from the fact that because of 
another provision of our Constitution, Prince Edward Island has a 
minimum number of MPs, causing the average riding in P.E.I. to be 
about one-third the size of a riding in Ontario, and so on. 


Is he in favour of eliminating all these things? Would he be willing 
to start, for example, by doing something that I personally do not 
support, which is cutting the number of senators for New Brunswick 
and Nova Scotia down to six, or perhaps fewer, in order to have 
some kind of population balance with British Columbia and Alberta? 


If he is not, or if he is not willing to suggest an amendment that 
would lead to the opposite conclusion, then I suggest he is just 
coming up with these objections as a way of trying to prevent any 
progress from being made and is repeating the old Liberal line that 
until we have perfect reform, which is unachievable, we should have 
no reform at all and stick to an appointed Senate, which in due 
course would be appointed by Liberal governments based on Liberal 
partisans as it was in the past. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Madam Speaker, it is true that in Canada 
there is no agreement about the number of senators each province 
should have and it is a problem for two provinces that are very 
underrepresented. But why make this problem worse and signifi- 
cantly worse by the reform my colleague and his party are proposing 
today? 


Between 1945 and today the Senate rejected only seven bills from 
the House. So the Senate has been quite prudent and reserved about 
its own role. Imagine if they were elected? Do members think there 
would only be seven bills during half a century that would be stuck 
by an elected Senate? No, it would be daily life, it would do it all the 
time. Only six Albertans would be there to make their mind known. 
It would be terribly unfair. I care about each province in my country 
and it is why I am clearly against the bill. 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I thank my colleague for an excellent speech and an 
excellent analysis. I particularly enjoyed the analysis because it 
comes from a respected academic perspective which is about the 
antithesis of everything that I bring to it with a grade nine education, 
but I do have an experiential viewpoint from 26 years of being 
elected at all three orders of government. That is why my question is 
about accountability. 


From my limited academic point of view, it looks to me like there 
is no room for accountability. I asked the minister as my first 
question, where is the accountability given the importance of that in 
a democracy and the minister either could not, or would not 
articulate an answer. 


I would ask my colleague, have I missed something? Is there an 
element of accountability that I am not seeing, or is it clearly missing 
from this reform bill? 
© (1320) 

Hon. Stéphane Dion: Madam Speaker, this gives me an 
opportunity to say that I understand the appetite for having members 


of Parliament and senators elected in a democracy. I understand that 
and it is popular in Canada. The second step is how can we do it ina 
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way that will help the country and every region of the country. The 
way the minister wants to do this will be awful. It would create 
stalemates. It will paralyze us. It will not create better policy-making, 
to the contrary, and it will accentuate this proportion of unfairness 
for some regions of our country, especially Alberta and British 
Columbia. 


By definition, I am not saying it is wrong to have elected senators. 
I am saying it is wrong to do it this way for everyone. 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
I enjoyed my colleague's knowledgeable speech on this. I am from 
one of the most affected provinces, British Columbia, so I would like 
to pose to my colleague this question. Could he give us a greater idea 
and more details about the kind of inequities that would be placed on 
the provinces of British Columbia and Alberta by this Conservative 
government proposal? 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Madam Speaker, on every bill in the 
Senate, British Columbia and Alberta would be very under- 
represented and in any democracy that I know of, to be 
underrepresented is bad news. Today it is a problem, but it is 
manageable because the Senate at the end of the day almost always 
gives the last word to the House. 


British Columbia and Alberta are much better represented and we 
will work on some things that will make their representation even 
better in the House in the coming weeks, but not in the Senate. In the 
Senate it cannot be changed and the minister did not answer my 
question. He said that the distribution of senators by province cannot 
be changed other than by the Constitution. I agree with him. So that 
means that forever British Columbia and Alberta will be terribly 


underrepresented in one of the two elected chambers of this country. 


Is that really what he wants for his province? 


Hon. John McKay (Scarborough—Guildwood, Lib.): Madam 
Speaker, it is curious that the minister is not taking the opportunity to 
ask my colleague some questions with respect to what I would 
regard as a very thoughtful speech and a detailed deconstruction of 
what is clearly a flawed bill. 


We have seen some pretty awful situations in the United States 
recently with constitutional and political gridlock between two 
houses which are elected. As others have said, there is a conference 
mechanism wherein people of goodwill can in effect work out their 


’ differences. 


It seems to me that one of the core points the hon. member raises 
in his speech is the institutionalization of gridlock between the two 
houses. As I think about what he has elucidated, I think he is right. I 
am curious as to how the hon. member sees that happening over time 
as each develops its own culture. 
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Hon. Stéphane Dion: Madam Speaker, it is a big concern for me. 
Canada is a complex country to govern, and friends in the 
Conservative Party are realizing that more and more. It is a huge 
country, very decentralized. There is little that Ottawa can do alone 
without at least consulting the provinces. Also the aboriginal people 
have to have their say. 


Why add an even more complex situation when the common 
institution of the country, the Parliament of Canada will, most of the 
time, like in the United States, be blocked by partisan differences 
between the two elected houses, the two elected chambers? 


I think it is ill-advised to do so. We should at least have a long 
debate. I would urge the minister to ensure to have hearings. Many 
experts will come and explain to the minister how dangerous this bill 
is for Canada. 
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Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, 70% of Canadians have said that 
they want some form of reform. I would just like to ask, does the 
member opposite really want a constitutional quagmire? That is what 
he is proposing. 


Canadians want action. They elected a strong, stable, Conserva- 
tive government to create reform. We are moving forward with that. 
Why does the member opposite want to put us in a constitutional 
quagmire? 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Madam Speaker, in fact, it is the bill that 
will create the quagmire. The hon. member must understand that. 


Alberta and British Columbia will see that on every bill they will 
be so unfairly represented that they will request a constitutional 
change to be sure that they will have their fair share. It will be 
completely understandable. 


As the member well knows, there will not be one politician in 
Quebec or Ontario who will be willing to change that. So we will 
have the quagmire that the member is speaking about, and it is what I 
do not want. I am sure she does not want it either. So the member 
should say no to this bill. 


Mr. Scott Reid (Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and Addington, 
CPC): Madam Speaker, I had come with the intention of giving a 
fairly dry speech full of historical references. | am a comparative 
historian, so I was going to make all kinds of comparisons to other 
countries, but I have heard so many things today that just do not 
seem to bear with what I would consider to be the facts. So I thought 
I would, instead, turn my attention to responding to some of the, I am 
sure, sincerely meant but completely incorrect statements made by 
some of my colleagues today. 


I want to start with the completely erroneous and baseless 
statement that this amendment would represent some kind of 
unconstitutional change to our Constitution. Let me start with that. 


First, I should draw the attention of members to the fact that the 
bill contains two parts. Part of the bill is an ordinary piece of 
legislation that deals with the subject of how senators would be 
elected using the advisory election process. That process then causes 
individuals' names to be submitted to the Prime Minister. I will read 
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that part of the bill, if I could. It is very brief. Part 1, clause 3 of the 
bill states: 


If a province or territory has enacted legislation that is substantially in accordance 
with the framework set out in the schedule, the Prime Minister, in recommending 
Senate nominees to the Governor General, must consider names from the most 
current list of Senate nominees selected for that province or territory. 


There is then a schedule that outlines what the rules would be for 
such an election to qualify the individual to be treated in that manner 
by the Prime Minister. 


Part 2 of the bill is actually an amendment to the Constitution of 
Canada. My colleague from Saint-Laurent—Cartierville made a 
reference to unconstitutionality and he can correct me if I have 
misunderstood what he was asserting, but I believe he was referring 
to Part 2 of the legislation. On that basis, I will now turn to dealing 
with any objections to constitutionality that he may believe exist. 


I should first correct something he said. He said that the changes 
to the Senate are governed by subsection 42(1), the amending 
formula, of the Constitution Act and that is only partly true. I have 
subsection 42(1) with me and it reads as follows: 


An amendment to the Constitution of Canada in relation to the following matters 
may be made only in accordance with subsection 38(1)}— 


Subsection 38(1) is the 7-50 formula. 


Paragraph (b) of subsection 42(1) states, “the powers of the Senate 
and the method of selecting Senators”. That is the paragraph he 
referred to. Paragraph (c) says, “the number of members by which a 
province is entitled to be represented in the Senate and the residence 
qualifications of Senators”. These two things require the 7-50 
formula. Seven provinces with half the population must approve it or 
it cannot go forward. This is the kind of discussion that tends to lead 
to constitutional quagmires. 


By contrast, section 44 of the Constitution Act, 1982 is the 
amending formula. Our Constitution has five amending formulae for 
different parts of our Constitution. Section 44 says, “Subject to 
sections 41 and 42, Parliament may exclusively make laws 
amending the Constitution of Canada in relation to the executive 
government of Canada or the Senate and House of Commons”. The 
question is: Does this proposed change fall under section 44 or is it 
not in fact under that section and, therefore, does it fall back under 
the 7-50 amending formula? The answer to that is it does, indeed, 
fall under section 44. This is established law. 


Section 44 is the governing formula because of the fact that it is 
the replacement for another section that allowed the Parliament of 
Canada to make amendments exclusively in certain areas. There is 
widespread acceptance that section 44 is the replacement for the 
subsection 91(1) amending formula that was put in place for Canada 
in 1949, 


© (1330) 
That formula read that, “It shall be lawful for the Queen, by and 


with the Advice and Consent of the Senate and House of Commons, 
to make laws” dealing with the following classes of subjects: 


September 30, 2011 


The amendment from time to time of the Constitution of Canada, except as 
regards matters coming within the classes of subjects by this Act assigned 
exclusively to the Legislatures of the provinces, or as regards rights or privileges by 
this or any other Constitutional Act granted or secured to the Legislature or the 
Government of a province, or to any class of persons with respect to schools or as 
regards the use of the English or the French language or as regards the requirements 
that there shall be a session of the Parliament...at [least] once [every] year, and that 
no House of Commons shall continue for more than five years from the [date] of the 
return of the Writs for choosing the House.... 


The subsection 91.1 formula was used in 1965 by the Pearson 
government and the Parliament at the time to change the 
Constitution, causing senators to no longer be elected for life, but 
rather to be elected until age 75. 


There are the precedents for doing it this way. 


I want to take a few moments to mention some other 
considerations here. 


The practice of having a section 44 amendment, that is an 
amendment to the Constitution authorized under section 44 of the 
Constitution contained in a piece of legislation, a bill dealing with 
ordinary legislative matters in one part and then with an amendment 
to the Constitution in the other part of the same bill, is an established 
practice. It has done been a number of times. I would point, in 
particular, to the act passed in 1999 that created the territory of 
- Nunavut. That act contained some ordinary legislation and also an 
amendment, an amendment that dealt with the Senate of Canada 
because it awarded a senator to the territory of Nunavut. 


Therefore, the established practice of doing things in this manner, 
as authorized by this section of the Constitution, has existed for no 
small amount of time, it is well-precedented and there is considerable 
scholarship to back up the assertion that the subsection 91.1 
amending formula is the parent of the section 44 amending formula. 


I turn now to some other issues that were raised in the earlier 
debate. 


I mentioned my frustration with the argument that we cannot 
engage in piecemeal reform, that we must engage only in a complete 
reform. I think this leads to a constitutional quagmire. The perfect 
becomes the enemy of the good and we achieve no change 
whatsoever. That is a very strong reason for opposing the arguments 
made by the hon. for Saint-Laurent—Cartierville. 


I want to mention in particular that we do deal in this bill with 
some very significant points. We do not deal with the issue of 
regional fairness. That is quite true. We do deal with the election 
versus appointment issue. Members would be, in a formal sense, 
appointed by the Governor General, and the Governor General's 
powers are very carefully protected under the text of this bill. 
However, nonetheless, a de facto election takes place. On the term 
length of senators, they cannot be appointed at age 40 and serve for 
35 years. That is also dealt with. 


As for regional fairness, and this is always a vexed question, it is 
in the nature of upper houses to tend to not reflect representation by 
population or the principle of one person, one vote; one vote, one 
weight and therefore that presumably justifies some inequality. I 
think the inequality in our current upper house is excessive. On the 
other hand, to argue that therefore we must ensure that the upper 
house is powerless is to say that we must eviscerate one of the basic 
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concepts of federalism because of the assumed belief that, as the 
member said, no politicians in Ontario or Quebec would support a 
change to correct that unfairness of representation. That would be a 
very wrong thing. 


Remember, every long-standing federation in the world, every 
successful federation in the world, has an independent upper house, 
which is based, at least to some degree, on considerations other than 
representation by population. There are two senators per state in the 
United States. In Australia it was originally six per state, then 
eventually 12 per state. It of course have only six states. In the upper 
house in Switzerland, there are two per canton. There are some what 
they call half-cantons, such as Appenzell Innerrhoden and Appenzell 
Ausserrhoden, which get one senator each, but everybody else gets 
two. Germany has a somewhat different system but, again, it is not 
based on representation by population. There is some over- 
representation for the smaller landers. 


© (1335) 


The idea of having some kind of equality is there. We could work 
towards a more principled kind of equality. I really think there is 
sufficient good will. However, we should not halt any progress 
because we are searching for perfection on that point. 


Let me deal with something else on the same subject. The idea 
that the upper house ought to be kept effectively illegitimate so it 
cannot second guess the lower house, leads logically toward the 
NDP position to abolish the upper house rather than to the position 
taken by the member for Saint-Laurent—Cartierville. 


We have to be realistic about this. The upper house cannot be 
abolished without a 7/50 amendment, without 7 provinces with half 
the population agreeing to that amendment. The chances of getting 
that kind of success— 


Hon. Stéphane Dion: Unanimity of provinces. It is unanimity. 


Mr. Scott Reid: I just heard the member say “unanimity”, and he 
may well be right. I may be incorrect on that statement. The point is 
that it is very difficult to achieve that kind of change. Getting that 
change is also not really an option. 


The fact is that the only option aside from leaving an appointed 
upper house, which simply reflects the partisan interests of either the 
government of the day or the government of recent memory, is a 
pretty undesirable alternative to any kind of reform whatsoever. I do 
not think that is the approach we ought to take. 


The hon. member for Saint-Laurent—Cartierville said that the 
Senate has only blocked seven bills since 1945 and warned against 
the danger of it blocking bills. I would just ask this question. Surely 
no one will argue that the House of Commons and Senate together 
have not passed more than seven bad acts of Parliament since 1945? 
Surely there have been things that should have been stopped in the 
Senate. 
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Surely the point of having checks and balances, which is a 
principle in our government, a principle in the government of all 
those other federations, and indeed in any civilized government, is 
something we ought to be protecting and honouring. This means that 
certain decisions that I personally: would like to see would be 
blocked by an elected Senate, and also some that I would like to see 
stopped. 


In general, the search for a greater consensus, something that does 
not simply reflect the will of a mandate achieved at one instant in 
time on election day in a certain election, is a worthwhile endeavour. 


On that basis alone, it is absolutely vital we have a Senate that can 
be effective, as our Senate currently and most emphatically is not. 


I mentioned a bit about the Frankenstein's monster argument that 
was presented by the member for Hamilton Centre. After he made 
his comments in response to my question, he noted that the multi- 
member proportional system, which has multiple mandates, is one 
that is precedented, it exists elsewhere, unlike the idea that an upper 
house has multiple types of mandates. 


In fact, that is actually not correct. The Swiss upper house has 
multiple types of mandates. The members sent from different 
cantons are elected by different methods. They are elected by 
Landsgemeinde, an assembly of all the citizens in some of the so- 
called mountain cantons in the eastern part of the country. They are 
elected by different systems elsewhere. That is the decision of the 
individual canton. 


There is a system that exists, and has been in existence for many 
years, quite successfully with more than one kind of mandate. In 
fact, if one looks around, they can discover that there are many 
legislatures in many parts of the world where multiple mandates are 
used. I think one should be careful about these things. One does not 
want to overdo it. 


I point out that in this case what is being proposed is simply a 
method for transitioning out of the status quo where some people 
were appointed after 2008, promising to serve a mixed mandate, 
others where appointed before that time, having made no such 
promise, and those coming in after the passage of this amendment to 
the Constitution would be under a third system. 


In the long run, there would one type of mandate for everybody. 
We are simply going through a transition process, and not one that I 
think would be damaging. 


I also want to deal with the suggestion made by the member for 
Hamilton Centre that this is in some respect undemocratic. The 
whole point of this is to be democratic. His argument was that a 
prime minister might not recommend the individual who won an 
election. Let us remember the relevant part of the act, which I read to 
everybody, and I will read it again: 

If a province or territory has enacted legislation that is substantially in accordance 
with the framework set out in the schedule, the Prime Minister, in recommending 


Senate nominees to the Governor General, must consider names from the most 
current list of Senate nominees selected for that province or territory. 
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It is binding on the Prime Minister. In true theory it is not binding 
upon the Governor General. 


I think the point the member was making, and he will be able to 
reiterate that point if I do not get it correct, was that a prime minister 
might simply ignore this advice. The fact is that there is no penalty in 
the bill for doing so. Therefore, I see his point. 


I would point out that in the discussions that took place for the 
parallel piece of legislation on Senate reform proposed in the 39th 
Parliament, the opposite objection was made by a number of 
witnesses. They said that the problem was that we would be 
establishing a convention which would become too firmly rooted 
and that the Prime Minister would, regardless of what objections he 
might have, be forced to follow the advice by the enormous political 
pressure. The argument then went on that this convention would 
cause this to be a de facto power of appointment being given to the 
people and that would mean the Governor General would lose his 
independent ability to appoint the senators and therefore it would be 
unconstitutional. | 


I will not go into the absurdity of that argument, although it was 
absurd, but I will point out that the feeling was very much the 
opposite. Therefore, the member's fears might be allayed by 
reviewing some of the testimony from that committee. 


I would also point out the fact that there is an historical example 
we can draw upon. Prime Minister Brian Mulroney stated that until 
the Meech Lake accord was enacted into law, and at which point the 
Senate would be elected using a new set of mandates, he would 
accept senators appointed by provincial governments. 


Therefore, in 1989 the legislative assembly of Alberta held an 
election for the Senate and General Stan Waters won it. His name 
was then presented to the prime minister who was very resistant. He 
tried to wiggle out of making that appointment, but in the end the 
heat was too great and he appointed Senator Waters to the upper 
House, where he served very well. Unfortunately it was not very 
long because he passed away as a result of cancer a couple of years 
later. 


There is a precedent which indicates that prime ministers will have 
a very tough time ignoring who and what people choose. 


Our whole system is based upon constitutional conventions. Our 
entire Canadian political system and its British ancestor are based 
upon the idea of conventions. On paper, the Governor General has an 
independent power with regard to the appointment of senators. On 
paper, the Monarch has tremendous arbitrary powers. In practice, a 
person not even mentioned in the Constitution, the prime minister, 
has most of those powers and exercises them via the House of 
Commons. In practice, we have responsible government, something 
which is absolutely responsible to the House of Commons and is 
absolutely not written down anywhere in the Constitution. 


These rules are absolutely binding. They are not legal rules; they 
are constitutional rules. Those who would dream of trying to ignore 
them would do so at the cost of their political career. 


I suggest that much the same dynamic would be at work with 
regard to the Prime Minister following the letter of this law and 
making a recommendation to the Governor General as to the 
appointment of senators who come from that provincial list. 
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There is no question that prime ministers in the end would lose the 
power they have to appoint partisans or people of their choice and 
would be forced to follow the will of the people of the relevant 
province. That would be a very good thing. 
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[Translation] 


Ms. Anne Minh-Thu Quach (Beauharnois—Salaberry, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I found the speech given by the hon. member 
across the floor rather incoherent, especially when it comes to giving 
powers to the provinces. The bill supposes that the provinces could, 
at their expense, hold elections to elect senators, but it very clearly 
states that the Prime Minister would not be obliged to accept those 
elections or that choice of senators. Where is the democracy in this 
bill? 


Also, the member across the way added that it would be 
unconstitutional to give these powers to the provinces. What do the 
Conservatives ultimately want from this bill? Do they want to give 
powers to the provinces or not? Where is the democracy in that? 


Mr. Scott Reid: Mr. Speaker, we want to give powers to 
Canadians, in their respective provinces. Regarding the issue of 
democracy, the prime minister is obliged to accept the decisions of 
the voters in the provinces. To quote the bill: 

If a province or territory has enacted legislation that is substantially in accordance 
with the framework set out in the schedule, the Prime Minister, in recommending 
Senate nominees to the Governor General, must consider names from the most 
current list of Senate nominees selected for that province or territory. 

[English] 

L'hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, I thank my colleague for Lanark—Frontenac— 
Lennox and Addington for his very thoughtful and personal speech. 
It is a refreshing change from the kind of canned speeches read for 
the first time by so many of his colleagues in his party. He came with 
something personal and I hope it will stay this way. I hope that he 
will not one day come in repeating slogans as if he were unable to 
come up with his own personal view. 


However, he made some comments that were in contradiction to 
what the minister and some of his colleagues have said. For example, 
he said that, yes, the bill would be unfair for some provinces. It is a 
fact and he does not say that it is not true. However, he thinks that 
there will have enough goodwill elsewhere in the country to address 
these issues une fois que le mal sera fait, once the wrong is done, 
and that this goodwill will come from other provinces. 


In to order to justify the bill, the member is saying that we should 
not to worry, that we will have a constitutional negotiation after writ. 
Therefore, the constitutional nightmare his colleague spoke of 
before, he is hoping for it. That is what he said. I think that is a very 
dangerous contradiction within the Conservative Party and he will 
need to explain that to Canadians. 


Do Canadians want a constitutional fix after the wrong the 
government would have made for the whole country, especially for 
British Columbia and Alberta? 


Mr. Scott Reid: Madam Speaker, it would be truer to say that 
what I said was that it was not that the bill was unfair, but rather that 
it does not deal with one of the issues that confronts us today, and 
that is absolutely true. 
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I would be willing to do this sort of thing, but whether there is a 
national willingness is not for me to decide. Whether the nation says 
that it is satisfied with the way things are is not for me to decide. 


I would point out the goal of the original Confederation deal on 
the subject of Senate representation. There was no illusion at the 
time that we were trying to achieve representation by population in 
the Upper House, quite the contrary. Nor was there the goal to 
achieve what the Americans had done, which was equal representa- 
tion for each of the states. The goal was to achieve equal 
representation for each of the regions. At that time, we perceived 
Canada as consisting of three regions: Quebec, Ontario and the 
Maritime provinces. The west was contemplated but did not come in. 
When it did, a change was made to the Constitution to allow for 
equal representation for the western region. That regional principle 
of representation inequality, more or less, stays in place. 


There is a separate issue one could point to. There are 24 senators 
for each region except for the Atlantic region, which is, population 
wise, less than half the size of the next region, and yet it has seven 
extra senators because Newfoundland entered in and was given extra 
senators. 


These are things I genuinely do think can be dealt with by means 
of goodwill. I do not lose faith in the goodwill of all members, both 
people in the regions that are under-represented and understand that 
is not the end of the world, and those who are in the over-represented 
regions who have a sense that we might want to make corrections. 
However, I leave that to them. I should not be making decisions on 
their behalf. 
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Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, I thank the hon. member for taking the time to listen to my 
remarks and include them in his responses. It is enjoyable debating 
with that parliamentarian at committee. 


The member commented that the Prime Minister would consider 
that if it became a convention it would, therefore, have the effect of 
law. However, that takes time. My point is that the Prime Minister 
violated his own law in the same Parliament that he brought it into. 
Therefore, it is quite possible that we may never get enough time to 
have a convention. . 


He mentioned Sweden, which was an excellent answer. My 
response is that, again, it is a recognized model. It may be unique but 
it is a model. What we have in the Senate, by virtue of what is being 
proposed here, is not a model, it is a mishmash of things that were 
hangovers from before; new immediate short-term fixes. I mean, it is 
just a patchwork and that is why I used the Frankenstein example. 


The member mentioned deliberately built multiple mandates. 
Again, when it is a deliberate mandate that is built-in, that is a lot 
different than saying that we need to leave this piece here because 
we have people appointed for that length of time and we need to put 
this piece in here to cover that. There is a huge difference. 
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I will come back to the point that was just made about the regions. 
The member said that we do not deal with regional fairness. That is 
quite true. The member prides himself in being intellectually honest 
and, for the most part,I believe he is, but could he please comment 
on, or however he wants to skate over this, how this bill would 
entrench the serious problems that are being referenced not only in 
Alberta and B.C. but also the eastern provinces and the northern part 
of our country? 


Mr. Scott Reid: Madam Speaker, I also I enjoy debating with the 
member at committee. He is always a gentleman and very fair- 
minded. While we honour all colleagues, perhaps they are not all 
equally fair-minded in the proceedings of the House. I appreciate 
that from him and from the member for Saint-Laurent—Cartierville 
too. 


I think the member was inadvertent in referencing Sweden. I was 
actually referring to Switzerland. 


The more substantive issue he pointed out was he continued to say 
that we have a model here that is a mishmash. I would suggest 
another word. I would suggest the word “transition”. I want to point 
out that we would not be the first country to face this kind of 
problem. 


When the senate was being set up in the United States following 
the 1787 constitutional convention, there was a basic problem. Its 
senate was to consist of members, all whom would have six-year 
terms, but some of whom would have their six-year term expire six 
years from then and others would have it expire only four years into 
the future within a de facto four-year term, and some of whom would 
have only a two-year term. This was a problem. Every state wanted 
to have one of the four-year and one of the six-year senators and 
every candidate for the senate wanted to be one of the four or six- 
year senators. No one wanted to be a two-year senator. This was a 
short-term political problem and it did not prevent it from 
functioning as a very august institution and to grow in depth with 
time. 


As well, I should mention that when the U.S. senate in the early 
part of the 20th century, exactly 100 years ago, was in transition 
from being an appointed body to being an elected body, what 
happened was initially one state, the state of Oregon, started electing 
its senators. That practice gradually spread, first through the west 
and, within a few years, an amendment was passed to the 
constitution, I believe it was the 17th amendment, that called for 
all senators to be elected. But again, there was a transition that lasted 
about a decade. It did not cause, as far as I am aware, any 
catastrophic problems. 


The member had one last question, which was the one he was 
most vexed about, but it has slipped my mind of what it was. 
@ (1355) 

Mr. David Christopherson: Regions. 


Mr. Scott Reid: Thank you, regional representation. As I 
mentioned, if there is a national desire to have a discussion on that 
point,then that discussion would occur, but I do not think that should 
keep us from having a discussion on this point. 
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I will ask my Alberta and British Columbia colleagues this 
question. Would they prefer being represented by six unelected 
senators or six elected senators? 


[Translation] 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse (Louis-Saint-Laurent, NDP): 
Madam Speaker, I thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak. 


I recognize that it is a privilege to have the opportunity to address 
the House today. This is a privilege granted to me by the democratic 
principles of our country. Based on the supremacy of the rule of law, 
Canadian parliamentary institutions recognize this fact and often 
serve as an example throughout the world. Whether it be our 
Supreme Court, our Constitution or the House of Commons, the 
international news constantly reminds us that it would be very 
dangerous to take our democratic institutions for granted or to simply 
handle government business in a manner that is inconsistent with the 
most basic parliamentary rules. 


This opportunity to speak about Bill C-7 is an opportunity to 
express my concern about the profound changes that this govern- 
ment wants to make to Canadian parliamentary institutions and, in 
particular, about the questionable manner in which it intends to go 
about doing so. 


First, I would like to draw the House's attention to one thing, and 
that is the purely cosmetic nature of this bill. It is like a face lift that 
merely serves to superficially hide the signs of aging. This proposed 
Senate reform does not do much to hide the wrinkles. It is what I 
would call botched surgery. This bill does not address the real 
problems with the Senate. 


First, this government is not above the laws, and certainly not 
above our Constitution. How does the Conservative government 
plan to justify the fact that it is blatantly thumbing its nose at the 
most basic rules of our state? In the preamble of the legislation, the 
government says it plans to use section 44, which, subject to sections 
41 and 42, allows Parliament to make an ordinary law to change the 
way senators are appointed. This move would very clearly violate 
subsection 42(1) of our Constitution, which states: 


An amendment to the Constitution of Canada in relation to the following matters 
may be made only in accordance with subsection 38(1)... 


The Constitution unequivocally states that the powers of the 
Senate and the method of selecting senators cannot be changed 
without the consent of seven provinces representing at least 50% of 
the population of Canada. 


This provision is in the Constitution in black and white. How does 
the minister justify ignoring it? If the government wants to reform 
the Senate, it must do so in accordance with the rules that have been 
established. 


The government is saying that the scope of section 44 covers 
everything else, including, it says, what it is trying to do with this 
bill. This argument does not hold water, given the name of the bill: 
Bill C-7, An Act respecting the selection of senators and amending 
the Constitution Act, 1867 in respect of Senate term limits. That kind 
of language cannot go unnoticed. I urge the government to honour 
the procedure for amending the Constitution. 
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I would like to add something here. I took a look at the 
government's previous Senate reform bill, Bill C-20. It was very 
interesting. In the preamble, it states quite clearly that the reform 
based on consultative elections was to be a transition process that 
would lead to a more permanent constitutional reform of the Senate 
to provide for a means of direct election. This statement, which is 
quite significant, does not appear in Bill C-7. This is yet more proof 
of the superficial nature of this bill. This is all that the majority 
government plans to bring to Senate reform. It is amazing that this is 
being used for political games. 


This government feels justified in using an undemocratic method 
to make an antiquated institution that is ill-suited to modern political 
realities more democratic. All I am seeing here is another attempt by 
this government to unilaterally move forward with institutional 
reform in the least collegial and transparent way possible. What is 
more, the government is saying that this is all there will be in the 
way of Senate reform. What a lost opportunity. 


Flouting the process for amending the constitution would create a 
dangerous constitutional precedent. Is this the historic legacy this 
government wishes to leave? I would like to take this opportunity to 
say that the New Democratic Party will always defend the rule of 
law and stand up for healthy, friendly and constructive debate on the 
future of this country and the issues that directly affect Canadians. 
No government can avoid meeting this country's constitutional 
obligations. No government can do that. 


I do not think it could be any clearer that the use of section 44 is a 
way to avoid debate and especially to avoid obtaining the consent of 
the provinces, which are also concerned about these changes. By 
proceeding in such a unilateral way, the bill sends an ambiguous and 
underhanded message to the provinces. Last I heard, they were an 
integral part of this country. Is this government afraid that this reform 
bill will not obtain the required consent? This kind of attitude tells 
me that the government is incapable of generating the support it 
needs to make these reforms. This bill, in its current form, is an 
excellent way of short-circuiting the provinces" opinions. 
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The provinces that had an upper chamber in their own legislature 
abolished it a long time ago. Furthermore, a number of provincial 
premiers have opposed this unilateral reform. It is blatantly obvious 
that the government is saying, “You do not agree with us? Oh well, 
too bad for you. Our mandate is too strong for us to worry about you. 
Here are the wonders of Canadian constitutional law, covered in 
Conservative sauce.” What a fabulous message to send to Canadian 
citizens. Does that really represent the actions of a responsible 
majority government that claims to work for all Canadians? 


The role of the Senate has been controversial since the early days 
of Confederation. If I may, I remind the House that the Senate, as an 
institution, was meant to be a chamber of sober second thought, a 
chamber of wise people chosen to represent the territorial diversity 
of the country and act as a counterbalance to the decisions made in 
the House of Commons. Today, the makeup of cabinet reflects one of 
the requirements for regional representation, which was previously a 
responsibility of the Senate. The role of the Senate has increasingly 
weakened since it was created at the time of Confederation. 
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Above all, the Senate must be absolutely devoid of partisanship. I 
am in no way questioning the wisdom of the current senators. 
However, it is clear that the Senate has never consistently attained 
the other objectives laid out for it. Territorial representation, a 
concern at a time when it took several days to reach the federal 
capital, is no longer relevant and does not protect remote regions. 
The Senate rarely opposes the decisions made by the House of 
Commons. When it does, it hinders the proper functioning of the 
democratic process. The perception of voters is not that the Senate is 
a chamber of sober second thought, but that it is the chamber where 
bills that are too controversial remain in limbo. Finally, and this is 
the key point, Senate partisanship is legendary. That is the greatest 
complaint about the Senate. Far from correcting the situation, Bill 


.C-7 will only makes things worse. 


To get an idea of its partisan nature, we need only watch the news. 
My colleague from Winnipeg Centre recently gave an interview in 
which he criticized the involvement of a Conservative senator who 
was serving as the election campaign co-chair and leading spokes- 
person for the Manitoba Conservative Party. It is clearly unaccep- 
table for a member of the Senate, who is paid by taxpayers, to use his 
time for that purpose. If he wishes to get involved in the Manitoba 
election campaign, he should never do so at the expense of Canadian 
taxpayers. This example highlights how the Senate, in its current 
form, is poisoned by partisanship. 


Canadians expect the Senate to act as independently as possible. 
Can the minister clearly tell this chamber that reforming the way 
senators are selected—by adding an election process—will make the 
Senate less partisan? No, I do not think he can, unless the minister 
outright contradicts a Progressive Conservative senator who told the 
Hill Times last June that Bill C-7 could be a threat to the Canadian 
parliamentary system. He maintained that the proposed reforms 
could politicize the Senate even further instead of making it free of 
partisanship. He also stated that a senator is more effective when 
there is no partisanship. 


What more is there to say? This bill would clearly exacerbate the 
partisanship that is already all too prominent in the Senate. How can 
this bill possibly be described as an improvement to the democratic 
legitimacy of the Senate? The proposed nature of the method of 
selecting senators would poison the Senate's mandate, which is 
supposed to be as independent as possible. If we look closely at the 
government's line of thinking, there would be a huge divide among 
senators appointed before October 14, 2008, and those appointed 
after. How will these new, elected senators with fixed terms serve 
alongside senators who were appointed without any fixed terms? 
How will Canadians perceive this dual reality? 
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On that topic, I have a few questions I would like to raise. 
Approximately 60% of the current senators were appointed before 
October 14, 2008. This means that they would be able to fulfill their 
senatorial duty and enjoy the generous privileges of their position 
until the age of 75. The coexistence of the former kind of senators 
with the new kind of senators would go on for several years, perhaps 
even decades. Consider the example of a senator who still has 35 
years of service ahead of him. How would the legitimacy of the 
former kind of appointed senator compare to that of the new senators 
with a fresh mandate from the electorate? The legislative process and 
the reputation of the Senate would definitely be undermined. This 
simply does not fit in with the vision of an independent Senate 
whose mandate is to remain as impartial as possible. 


The Hill Times tried to contact the 37 senators currently serving 
who were appointed by the Prime Minister after October 14, 2008, 
and they received very few responses. . 
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Most of them declined commenting or simply did not respond. 
There is not even a semblance of unity on this bill from Conservative 
senators. If their own senators do not support it, it is the ultimate 
insult to present it to this House. How can this government claim that 
its Senate reforms are based on increasing its democratic legitimacy? 
This same government did not hesitate a single second to appoint 
three candidates from its own party who were defeated in the last 
election. That is an insult to the intelligence of Canadians who 
clearly expressed their free and democratic choice. 


If this government truly had the intention of reforming the upper 
chamber, as it has been claiming for a long time now, it would have 
avoided this unacceptable and irresponsible behaviour. This is yet 
more evidence of a consistently applied double standard: one policy 
for friends of the Conservatives, another policy for other Canadians. 
That is the reality of this government's policy. I doubt that the public 
takes this lack of respect for their democratic choices lightly. There 
are strong mandates, and then there are brutal mandates. 


There are some aspects of this bill that are worth special attention. 
Unless they are declared as independents, provincial candidates for 
the Senate will be free to associate themselves with a political party 
during their election campaign. If the minister is hoping to cut down 
on the politicization of the work of the upper chamber through this 
initiative, I think he has misunderstood the role of the Senate, which 
is to protect regional, provincial and minority interests, while acting 
as a chamber of sober second thought to examine legislation in 
greater detail. 


It all comes down to the same thing. How can this government say 
that greater politicization of the Senate could help deliver this 
mandate? And how does it reconcile overstepping the opinions of the 
provinces on this, when the mandate of the Senate is partially 
entrusted to them in order to balance representation within 
Confederation? Political party affiliation has a major influence on 
the work of the Senate. Through this bill the minister is proposing to 
increase the number of partisan battles by renewing the contingent of 
senators from each province every nine years. 


By introducing a non-renewable term, the reform also denies 
Canadians an opportunity to reward the work of an elected Senator. 
If the senator is doing good work, he or she will not be able to 


continue and the voters will not have a chance to show their 
appreciation through a re-election. If, on the other hand, the senator 
is doing mediocre work, voters will not be able to punish his or her 
incompetence and the senator will leave when the nine-year term is 
up. Either way, citizens are denied their say in the matter. One of the 
fundamental principles of democracy currently seriously lacking in 
the Senate is accountability and this reform is devoid of it as well. 
This principle is working quite well in the House of Commons and it 
forces us to give the best of ourselves. 


Again, this government does not know what it wants. It is trying 
to achieve a number of objectives without any real focus. This bill 
would give us a partially elected Senate that, according to the 
government, is more democratic by virtue of repeated partisan 
elections for a non-renewable and non-punishable term. Where I 
come from, we call that hogwash. 


These things cannot be reconciled with the mandate of the Senate, 
as I was saying earlier. Allow me again to read part of the preamble 
to Bill C-7, which states that “Parliament wishes to maintain the 
essential characteristics of the Senate within Canada’s parliamentary 
democracy as a chamber of independent, sober second thought”. I do 
not think partisanship will create a climate for independent, sober 
second thought within the Senate. Just look at the climate in this 
House to see what I mean by that. 


The objective of the bill contradicts its actual effects. The 
government must decide whether it wants to respect the historical 
mandate of the Senate or whether it wants to make the Senate more 
democratically legitimate through partisan elections. Regardless, it is 
inconceivable that the government would introduce this bill to the 
Canadian public and insist that these two goals are compatible. 
Frankly, such vague legislation should not be introduced. But 
perhaps the government is sacrificing finesse for strength. 


I was also distressed to notice that the bill, vaguely and without 
explanation, shifts the responsibility for holding elections to select 
Senate candidates. Under the bill, Senate candidates would be 
elected during provincial elections, on a date to be determined by the 
lieutenant governor, or during municipal elections. Dumping this 
responsibility seems like a disorganized and very imprecise way of 
improving the Senate's democratic legitimacy. The government 
could have taken the time to draft a clear, detailed and intelligible 
bill, but instead, Bill C-7 is terribly unclear and illogical. For 
example, when Canadians choose their candidates during an 
election, they will not even be certain that the one they choose 
will sit in the Senate. The final choice will remain in the hands of the 
Prime Minister since the bill imposes no obligation. 
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I mentioned that this reform seems to be purely cosmetic and here 
is the evidence. Parliamentary institutions deserve a little more 
respect and rigour. Unfortunately, when I look at this bill, the 
public's cynicism about politicians seems justified to me. Nothing 
now guarantees that this government will take its reform of the 
Senate any further. 
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In addition to this important point, we must also consider the costs 
of this reform. However, Bill C-7 does not make any mention of 
these costs. As further proof of how vague this legislation is, the bill 
does not clearly set out which level of government will have to 
assume the new costs. In these uncertain economic times, the 
government is adding new costs without having analyzed the 
proposed reforms to determine how useful they actually are. 


Senate elections would thus become a federal, provincial, or 
municipal matter. Nothing is clear because the bill allows for all 
three scenarios. How will expenses be shared in these even more 
complex elections? Moreover, this new use of public money will 
contribute nothing to democracy. Canadians have long questioned 
the usefulness of the Senate. I doubt that the public will find the 
Senate more attractive if it becomes more expensive. In other words, 
we do not know “when?” or “how?”, and especially not “how 
much?”. Would it not be preferable to reform the Senate by passing 
bills that have more substance than grey areas? Is that asking too 
much of the government? 


These are the indicators of a sloppy bill that takes too simplistic an 
approach to the parliamentary institutions of this country. I am 
disappointed if this is all that this government can add to the debate 
on Senate reform. The regions, provinces and minorities of Canada 
are again left hanging and will continue to be represented by an 
upper chamber that is completely disconnected from contemporary 
reality. 


This bill, in addition to moving ahead in a manner that is, at a 
minimum, constitutionally suspect, only masks the problem of the 
democratic legitimacy of the Senate, without undertaking the 
mandatory and necessary consultation of the provinces of this 
country and, above all, without considering what mandate Canadians 
realistically want an upper chamber to have. The message to the 
provinces is as follows: this government does not need to consult 
you to proceed unilaterally with constitutional amendments. The 
message to Canadians is that this government is not listening to 
them. Its mandate is too strong for it to worry about them, especially 
when they indicate their preferences in a general election. 


My colleagues are certainly aware of all the attempts made to 
reform the Senate since its inception. These attempts all have one 
thing in common: they failed. In the past 100 years, 13 attempts have 
failed and, today, given the lack of provincial interest and the 
absence of a consensus on the nature of the reform, there is every 
indication that this bill will be added to that historic list of failed 
attempts. 


The reality is that the Senate is a problem that no one has been 
able to fix. So, as our party is suggesting, it is time to consider 
another option that has yet to be explored—abolishing the Senate. 
That is why are proposing that we consult people about this, to see if 
they believe that the upper chamber still has a place in our 
democratic institutions. We want to ask them if they feel this legacy 
from the 19th century still has a place in a 21st century democracy. 
The provinces that abolished their senates did not stop functioning. 
Countries like Denmark and New Zealand abolished their senates 
and continue to operate without any problem. 


Yes, I am critical of this bill, but the official opposition will not be 
content with simply criticizing in a stubborn and narrow-minded 
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fashion. The opposition will do everything it can to propose well- 
thought-out and reasonable solutions for the good of Canadians. Our 
parliamentary institutions deserve more of our time and intellectual 
rigour. That is why I insist that when difficult issues such as Senate 
reform are brought before the House for debate, we should be 
discussing the option of abolishing the Senate and presenting that to 
the Canadian public as well. That is the spirit of what I consider to be 
constructive and respectful debate. 


Hon. Stéphane Dion (Saint-Laurent—Cartierville, Lib.): 
Madam Speaker, I thank my hon. colleague for her very interesting 
speech. I would like to ask her about the solution recommended by 
her party, that is, to hold a nation-wide referendum on abolishing the 
Senate. 


Would the question read, “Are you in favour of abolishing the 
Senate?” 


This question is problematic. Perhaps the majority of Canadians 
simply want Senate reform. But if they are forced to choose between 
abolishing it or keeping it as is, they may vote to abolish it, even if 
that is not their first choice. Thus, it would be a complex question to 
ask in a referendum, because Senate reform could be done in many 
ways. It could be done badly, as we are seeing here today, or it could 
be done in a way that is much better for Canadians. 


Therefore, in my opinion, it is not suitable for a referendum for 
that very reason. But there is another reason. Let us suppose that the 
majority of Canadians say “yes” to abolishing the Senate, but a few 
provinces say “no” and want to keep the Senate, including, for 
example, Prince Edward Island, which is guaranteed four senators in 
the Constitution. Does the member believe that the premiers of those 
provinces—Prince Edward Island or others—would be forced to say, 
against the majority vote of their respective provinces, that they will 
agree to abolish the Senate? For if all premiers do not give their 
consent, it cannot be abolished, since the provinces' decision must be 
unanimous. So does she not see that her plan for a referendum on 
this issue, which on the surface appears very tempting, raises many 
problems? 
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Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the - 
hon. member for his question. 


In terms of the referendum question in this context, my colleague 
is acutely aware that it is very difficult to ask a very clear question in 
a referendum. Everyone agrees on that. 


I agree with him when he says that presenting just one question 
that asks whether the Senate should be maintained or abolished does 
not cover all the possible options. In a similar way, the government is 
simply presenting Parliament with a reform, saying that people agree 
on having a reform. In fact, all people are saying is that they do not 
agree with the status quo. It is intellectually dishonest because we do 
not know whether people truly agree with the reform or whether they 


simply no longer want the status quo. It is important to verify what 


people really want and get their approval. 
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In terms of unanimous agreement ‘among the provinces, discus- 
sions will have to be held and a consensus reached. What is being 
proposed is not simply to abolish the Senate without consideration 
and keep this Parliament the way it is. We would like to seek 
different representation in Parliament that could compensate for the 
fact that the Senate would no longer be there to represent the regions. 


We could seek the unanimous consent of the provinces to a 
proposal for real democratic reform of our parliamentary institutions. 


Mr. Royal Galipeau (Ottawa—Orléans, CPC): Mr. Speaker, 
unless I am mistaken, I think it was the member for Ottawa— 
Orléans who was recognized, not the member for Saint-Laurent— 
Cartierville. 


I would like to hear the hon. member's opinion on the two choices 
before her now: the status quo in the Senate—where there are 
senators who have potentially been appointed for 45 years—or a 
Senate with shorter terms. . 


Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Madam Speaker, the problem is 
that they have tabled this bill, saying that it will be more democratic 
and will improve the situation. In reality, this bill will not fix the 
problems inherent in the Senate, such as partisanship and a lack of 
regional representation. It is not true that senators represent regions; 
it is simply partisan. This reform bill is being presented as an 
improvement to democracy and as an accountability measure, but I 
do not agree with that. I cannot accept the reform as it stands. 


Mr. Marc-André Morin (Laurentides—Labelle, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, we are trying to find some logic in this whole thing. We 
have heard from colleagues with constitutional backgrounds on both 
sides of the House, and yet we still cannot make any sense of it. 


I am wondering if this move is not a way for the Conservative 
Party to prepare for a time when the tide starts to turn against them. 
By keeping the Senate and stacking it in their favour, they are 
ensuring that they will be able to pursue their agenda in the future 
and that Parliament would not be able to go back and change things. 
Does my colleague get the same impression? 
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Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Madam Speaker, I would like to 
thank the hon. member for his question. It would indeed be a 
dangerous precedent to allow such amendments that are so close to 
being constitutional. This is an extremely sensitive issue. Making 
these amendments without any consultation would set a very 
dangerous precedent of completely unilateral constitutional amend- 
ments. 


Ms. Joyce Murray (Vancouver Quadra, Lib.): Madam Speaker, 
I would like to congratulate the NDP member for Louis-Saint- 
Laurent for her very detailed and interesting speech. However, I 
must say that I was very disappointed when she proposed a 
constitutional dialogue on abolishing the Senate rather than a 
consultation with the provinces to see how we could improve the 
Senate. Abolishing the Senate is a major debate. 


Does the hon. member think that this would be an effective use of 
our time during this period of economic uncertainty in our country 
and the world? Is it a priority for the Canadian public, the provinces 
and the members of the House to start a constitutional debate at this 
time? 
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Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Madam Speaker, I would like to 
sincerely thank the hon. member for her question. In fact, it is the 
government that introduced this bill on Senate reform in the House. I 
do not know if it is a top priority to reform the Senate or reopen the 
Constitution, but it was the government that introduced the bill 
before us today. 


Personally, I believe that it is not worth reforming the Senate in 
this manner without having consulted the provinces and the public. 
When we talk about some form of abolition, we are not talking about 
simply abolishing the Senate. We will have to really reform our 
parliamentary institutions so that they are more representative of 
everyone in Canada. It would be possible to seek a consensus and 
see what the public thinks. 


[English] 


Mr. David Christopherson (Hamilton Centre, NDP): Madam 
Speaker, my colleague from Louis-Saint-Laurent provided an 
excellent analysis and a great speech outlining the problems with 
the bill. She actively put forward what we as the official opposition 
believe should be happening. 


One of the things that those members over there pride themselves 
on is the sober second thought. The member made reference to many 
of them toeing the line. There might be one person here who ran as 
an independent and was elected as an independent, but I do not think 
SO. ù 


Therefore, given that most of the new senators would likely be 
partisans elected under the new legislation, would the hon. member 
expect more partisan toeing of the line or less as a result of senators 
being elected on the party ticket? 
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Ms. Alexandrine Latendresse: Madam Speaker, it is fairly clear 
that organizing partisan elections with partisan confrontation will 
serve only to further increase the partisanship that already plays a 
major role in the Senate and makes its mandate even more difficult to 
carry out. 


[English] 


Ms. Kellie Leitch (Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Human Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of 
Labour, CPC): Madam Speaker, I am pleased to rise to speak in 
support of Bill C-7, Senate Reform Act. 


In our platform and in the Speech from the Throne, we outlined 
our commitment to Senate reform, promising Canadians that we 
would take action. With the introduction of the Senate reform act, we 
are taking the first steps toward meeting this objective. 


Calls for Senate reform are not new. Senate reform has been a part 
of the political discussion for nearly as long as there has been a 
Senate. In fact, within two years of the founding of Canada in 1867, 
arguments for reform began to surface. 


In all the studies and reports on Senate reform that have been 
completed, a common theme has emerged. The studies concluded 
that while the Senate is a valuable part of our democratic institutions, 
the status quo is no longer acceptable. Reform is required. 
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Canadians have overwhelmingly indicated that they feel the same 
way. They want to see action on Senate reform. In a recent poll 
released in July this year, 70% of respondents indicated support for 
Senate reform. Despite the countless calls for reform and citizen 
dissatisfaction with the Senate, it has survived virtually unchanged in 
its fundamental features since Confederation. In part, this situation 
exists because fundamental reform of the Senate requires the support 
of the provinces, which has been difficult to achieve. 


In order to build support for fundamental reform, our government 
has been pursuing an incremental approach to reform that falls 
within the federal government's legislative jurisdiction. One of the 
most pressing concerns about the Senate is that it has no democratic 
mandate from the citizens it serves, and the current rules allow 
individuals to stay in their positions for as long as 45 years. 


The fact that Senators are not accountable to Canadians 
contributes to a perception that the Senate lacks legitimacy. That is 
why we introduced the Senate reform act. The act proposes measures 
that will give Canadians the opportunity to have a say in who 
represents them in the Senate. It will also limit the terms of senators 
to nine years. 


The changes proposed in the Senate reform act do not purport to 
completely resolve the debate over Senate reform. It is our hope that 
these reforms, once implemented, will be the first step down a path 
toward more fundamental changes. 


Before continuing, it is important to outline, briefly, the elements 
of the bill. Let me first present the issue of the selection of Senate 
nominees. The Senate reform act encourages but does not compel 
provinces and territories to establish democratic consultative 
processes to give citizens a say in who represents them in the Senate. 


The bill then requires the Prime Minister to consider the names of 
these individuals selected as a result of these processes when making 
recommendations to the Governor General on Senate appointments. 


The Prime Minister has always been clear that his preference is to 
appoint senators chosen by the voters, and he is committed to 
respecting results of any democratic consultation with voters. 
However, the act does not bind the Prime Minister nor the Governor 
General when making appointments to the Senate. It does not change 
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the method of selecting senators, and therefore does not require a 
constitutional amendment. 


To assist provinces and territories in establishing their consulta- 
tions, a voluntary framework is attached as a schedule to the act 
which provides guidance and direction on consultations. Again, I 
stress the framework is voluntary. Provinces and territories would 
not be required to adopt the framework word for word. In fact, they 
are expected to adapt the framework to suit their unique 
circumstances and culture. 


The framework is simply meant to be a tool to facilitate the 
implementation of the consultative process. At the end of the day 
there is only one requirement related to any consultative process that 
is established. Senate nominees must be selected as a result of a 
democratic consultation with citizens. 


The act illustrates our government's support for the development 
of consultative processes with the provinces and territories. It is our 
hope that all provinces and territories will take advantage of this 
support and help to create a more democratic Senate with enhanced 
legitimacy. 


The Senate reform act will also introduce term limits for senators. 
The act will restrict the length of time that senators can sit in the 
Senate to nine years. This would apply to all senators appointed after 
the royal assent of the bill. It would also apply to current senators 
appointed after October 2008 whose terms would end nine years 
after royal assent. 
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We believe that nine-year terms provide enough time to enable 
individual senators to gain the experience necessary to carry out their 


legislative functions while also ensuring regular renewal of the upper 
chamber. 


The Deputy Speaker: I regret to interrupt the hon. parliamentary 
secretary. She may pursue her comments when this debate resumes. 


It being 2:30 p.m., this House stands adjourned until next Monday 
at 11 a.m., pursuant to Standing Order 24(1). 


(The House adjourned at 2:30 p.m.) 
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APPENDIX 


ALPHABETICAL LIST OF MEMBERS WITH THEIR 
CONSTITUENCIES, PROVINCE OF CONSTITUENCY 
AND POLITICAL AFFILIATIONS; 
COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE, 

THE MINISTRY AND PARLIAMENTARY SECRETARY 


CHAIR OCCUPANTS 


The Speaker 
HON. ANDREW SCHEER 


The Deputy Speaker and Chair of Committees of the Whole 


MS. DENISE SAVOIE 


The Deputy Chair of Committees of the Whole 


MR. BARRY DEVOLIN 


The Assistant Deputy Chair of Committees of the Whole 


MR. BRUCE STANTON 


BOARD OF INTERNAL ECONOMY 


HON. ANDREW SCHEER 
MS. CHRIS CHARLTON 
MS. JUDY FOOTE 
HON. ROB MERRIFIELD 
MR. THOMAS MULCAIR 
HON. GORDON O'CONNOR 


HON. PETER VAN LOAN 


ALPHABETICAL LIST OF MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF COMMONS 


First Session—Forty-first Parliament 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Ablonczy, Hon. Diane, Minister of State of Foreign Affairs 
mers and. ConsularA fairs WONG ccc op mde oon aoe Calgary—Nose Hill........ Alberta 43335 PRA: CPC 
Adams, Eve, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Veterans i 
BEIT S SE UE oes ests atom RE Mississauga—Brampton South Ontario ................... CPE 
BR Cts IVE aE es tgs ok ET Bia CA GRR te DE TIR D TN RAT Pa work: Centers CHATONS ches eee CPL 
Aglukkaq, Hon. Leona, Minister of Health and Minister of the 
Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency ............... NONAVUT UN Pierre ieee INDRA Ve Geeta Ar Leg a CPU 
2 TERMES ERREUR me yaa aes gem eWay Okanagan—Coquihalla British Columbia ........ CPE 
CS ag à CON A AO D D ON RE ARE EU ihn Kitchener —Conestoga (PATIO te gee a aot a CPC 
Alexander, Chris, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National 
ENC C ar re er hr ed ED MAR ne ie ln du diner hE bes Reed ee Ajax—Pickering ::....::..4 CCl e teas Anawara yaar 2 CPE 
RS Re RE) 000 1 6 Ret os tes GO ET DRE CEE CE Te ee” PURE Welland Ved oe ee ONO? oe EE ne NDP 
ATEN MACON EEE seas bss. i NY LM Lau Dan uit ne Tobique—Mactaquac New Brunswick.......... CRE 
Sig PS RER Whos ies td a leg tia PE Mes We Le Niagara West—Glanbrook COMET O seers ee ens EU CPC 
DDC SECM pecs Hohe oer nine dat dde head on doers hates ag Mississauga South ......... COTALIO SSF LS wae Par 1 CPE 
Ambrose, Hon. Rona, Minister of Public Works and Government 
Services and Minister for Status of Women ….#uditueti tonne tt Edmonton—Spruce Grove PARDÉLEA minted eet € Lai CPC 
USGS NOT Aa te 2: A a ee 2 sde fe CAITATIOW OS EPL AID PIC TS CPC 
Anderson, David, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural 
Resources and for the Canadian Wheat Board ...................... Cypress Hills—Grasslands Saskatchewan ............ CPE 
BA ENS RSCO(E parlons Spagna) ten re (82 ike spl te singes Newfoundland and 
PALO Crees TL LEON) PPAEAUIOR 6. ner ot Lib. 
Berets Me CIO WM Len dine id wae Timmins—James Bay Ontamori put Tin NDP 
RDS TON NSCONMEE 2e a dl dr geanuthae ct Cumberland—Colchester— 
Musquodoboit Valley NOVASCOUAR NES. verge. GEG 
Ashfield, Hon. Keith, Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and Minister 
RSE UIC EP SP ARS CO (ect EP SR nina Mere BrcdenclOny yet anes New Brunswick.......... Cee 
BShton, Nikis oii. 23 5: Nie this V0 oat A me A M A MAP Pme Chore Lt ate ee Manitoba ttre eee NDP 
(UE GM NUM ol led ee ae an hal eS tare dha dnb pea ANA ta dt qu Nipissing—Timiskaming @ntarioC meres. <0)... CPC 
BRATION D'AGIR ho CEU rly teed Me ae EN Aen British Columbia Southern 
LRECTION Nehlrrns Rinse abinece tern British Columbia ........ NDP 
RETAINER OLIETUs dtr or PTE ei enter SAREE EOISERIVICLES BAe. en e Québec ss ieiresss SO NDP 
D Pau reves, Peet UTERO Chanel. MCN EE ut Hoônoré-Mercier ni... Cube tn vines NDP 
Baird, Hon. John, Minister of Foreign Affairs ........................ Ottawa West—Nepean.......... AONTATIOC 472747 SIR CPO 
EC AD MIDVOC 2:85 5542048 sin re AEA EA tes re RCE Er ee a Winnipeg South Centre Manitobaret NA a 42 CPC 
NE A ION et Ro ee oe eer RS OL acd Le Ottawa—Vanier ............ QUT gs ease een ary oe Lib. 
MME ATI ne ine Coy gail D aha cine Wade st ete Richmond—Arthabaska ONÉDEC LR eh os BQ 
MMA TE ALON AC AIO ND 02 0 cine. ada at he Un LS US CR Me Seine aaa Re SOAP aus. APS Une ADULATION HOU Nat totes Lib. 
Benoit, Leon............ PIE Vector eo ols cL ne eae SA Vegreville—Wainwright Alberta ee cat CPG 
RU A TON 0e ews PERRIS Je ARR jen nn Jeanne-Le Ben... @uehec ROAD CES NDP 
Bernier, Hon. Maxime, Minister of State (Small Business and 
“Tis UST PPS et UT a RER EIRE OL ASS d'Or A PR ER Beauce Le creer A rs Quebeten oleae suey CPC 
BREEN Dennis cx snc ule be eens nan nr 7, Wester Arce, se. seuunt Northwest Territories NDP 
20 NN. it Jal MR AE À à Selkirk—Interlake.......... Manitoba... (atone: CPC 
ASE DÉTOUR LC te ae le oe a n Bouis-Heberti: aw, she faeces OuehecHee a sans NDP 
Beancneie Lamothe Lvsane cd uk. es oes bins nt ot Pierrefonds—Dollard (hier me NDP 
Blaney, Hon. Steven, Minister of Veterans Affairs ................... Lévis—Bellechasse ........ ONG. Pres and nn CPE 
NCIS | Re eee Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar Saskatchewan ............ CPG 


CR 


4 
RE 


Province of Political 
Name of Member | Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
BOLIVIE FAGOR ER SE ARRET Le CUS de een FOTITICAIN «scl WA; A RUES QUEBEC AR pee NDP 
Bore Gamma 40 ae ee RR aah ec he Gece en eee Terrebonne—Blainville......... Québec ire near NDP 
BOUeRURAV 7520 CPRMPAMQN Te ls eee Se eae RAATISCR oz hac nih ROSE aes nonin Saskatchewan........020% CPC 
BOURGES Alexandre sick. sais sete RAS RSR Oe one eee ARE Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie.... Québec ................... NDP 
Boutin-Sweet, Marjolaine... etai. ON Been cee mMoOchelaga Coe emda as Québecieh A. #88 poe) dé NDP 
PAL PARI ET DS Some eR nae os eee ee ae Saint-Jean: évitent uit Québec areas NDP 
Braid, Peters. ses aus ss MON. NOR PSP ER OMR? Kitchener — Waterloo ........... Ontario.er:s: i=: tee rt CPC 
BreitkreuZ annees ere CU. riens einen SE Yorkton—Melville .............. Saskatchewan ............ CPE 
Brison, Hons Scott tai boo ies ee nd Lt Kings—Hants'. tigi kes Nova Scotia. BI Ft Lib. 
ISLOSSCA UN lhe Re ee ARS US Berthier—Maskinongé.......... QUÉDES es racer eee NDP 
CON OO TOO ee saeco on cers rae Den SA 0e ihn. ane eee Leeds—Grenville "2 Onno ee CFO 
Brown, Lois, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International 
Cooperation Lu, Nr een Re MCE RO Newmarket—Aurora............ Ontario SAS en CPE 
SALOME eatin coe soc RS RAR PR Lee ee Mae LU eee ete À à 29 à 8 LE ces cue ee eee ne ONTARIO NAS SPA RES CPE 
BAHAOOES ROLE RANR  REAR LEE AR Re RE EUR A WU Winnipeg South). Manitoba EN PR er CPE 
BOUT sd reer ln cary cee ma eco D das au oe nena Mississauga—Streetsville....... Onitanig) 2.) coors are CPC 
DRE MAO CERN es speed Woe apa pl OR A prea) we Se ee ES Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Newfoundland and 
AVES OPEL RER deena net Labrador site.) Lib. 
Calandra, Paul , Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Canadian 
Heritage 320) 231: seedeayedec ese: BI See se RO eee Oak Ridges—Markham ........ Ontario vs Ji WORE CPE 
Calkins. Blaine ss deus cee bal gen MER it ren sagt te OPIN à AO Wetaskiwitt Las 0. nen AIBDGttas 235.0058 ssc eee CPG. 
CARNAN ROU oy htc. eke kates ae ee EI Ue AN ae HE ips ET Kelowna—Lake Country....... British Columbia ........ CRE 
Carmichtiel JON PRET cee toe oie tee onthe ER RP ee Don Walley, Weste eee: OMTAMIIO an fe os cee CPU 
Caron OUNES A enn ere Weer faha Sopa ere ahd Stee eas we ee Rimouski-Neigette— 
Témiscouata—Les Basques .... Québec ................... NDP 
Carrie, Colin, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Health.... Oshawa .......................... ONAHO ZAR SERRE CPC 
OSOV ASCOT Ls: CR IS RSA PAS DAS te 2th CR ARTE at, SERRES Charlottetown... oo ER re Prince Edward Island... Lib. 
CAST AU ST svete A Er OL AA LL A re RAV ETON a ee ER LATE RS Ontarign. «2 ee NDP 
(Saar tote ar iS: ce See ey ae tame a ae as Raat oes A RMS US Hamilton Mountain ............. OntaArIQ.. LCR NDP 
CUTE O Te Geers NIV SR ES SAS ben ce RU RARE Châteauguay—Saint-Constant.. Québec ................... NDP 
CinsholinaRopert soci. oe ARS LE A aoa a ee AT RE Dartmouth—Cole Harbour ..... Nova: Scotia 3.02. ene NDP 
Chisu Comet. «seers Patel ee aerate CR nel ee ae Pickering—Scarborough East .. Ontario ................... CPC 
Chong, Hon. Michael Ae tice Te cae Wellington—Halton Hills ...... OONTATIO. Feith Ne CRO 
ChOquettes Ff Trancois, <2 ois vce RE Sooo wa a PPCUTNOUG ie EE Mira ater Québec sy ss pee eee NDP 
CHOW, UGTA cess os bse donk HR LD cs Cee Trinity—Spadina................ CAO ae NDP 
Christopherson, David... pme HR ee Hammiton Centre... eee Ontanol is sino ne: NDP 
Clarke, Boob)... 5 .4e. aah seas culot... MR ie OS Desnethé—Missinippi— 
CAUTCHHL RIVER cash eens cs Saskatchewan : .5..03-4-; GPC 
CAMES, ROMANS AR «coca es AN = hao RE ea Newfoundland and 
St. John's South—Mount Pearl Labrador.................. NDP 
Clement, Hon. Tony, President of the Treasury Board and Minister 
for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern 
Ontario sats res es 2 TOT tr pr tee ONE SAR Parry Sound—Muskoka ........ Ontario's 22412544205 0 0m GPG 
Cerro FON CRIS! fost at ais a Sih TRE LA MR ae ea EE Bourassa JB SE NeARE PONT Québec Vet Anne Lib. 
CORAN OS RE cere re reece ie ae ree ARS UD A a EAN ee Windsor—Tecumseh............ CHATONS et eee ae NDP 
Un MAIN one cys ne En essen rons Ge een eerie date eee + ete Beauport—Limoilou ............ QUE ARR NDP 
Collet: HO br wills ae RE RE ee das IVIOUNE ROVOL EEE re QéDec cy oe ea Lib. 
0) 4 oot (25 a ate cht aim tiad MP oat Jy i Tuer ET se tena Nanaimo—Cowichan ........... British Columbia ........ NDP 
Cohen; PRE 504 ot ace aca TS ee ong npn det emer ees 2 Skeena—Bulkley Valley........ British Columbia ........ NDP 
Gin ROUE, Wile deus Daren EE L'on le ences Di Dies Cape Breton—Canso ........... POV ACCOM oc ket orden Lib. 


DANIEL TOOL. Ucn se cen TRE ERA EN te an ne Meee ae coe Pete dr ua ea Don Valley east. CORNE 6171/1416 Spee Rs CPC 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
MSN Policiers, Dvr MAR, Shale, ls OR a aie Ne: Sarnia—Lambton ............... (Eg 1, Sn Oe Re IN CRE 
AVIS MON ain ere oo te dE nn Der LL OL AM 1 Vancouver Kingsway ........... British Columbia ........ NDP 
DEMO BOD Vir too res ONE ION so Score enero Tee Re 100 Vancouver Easter British Columbia ........ NDP 
DA ATNC- NATION: NIMES POO Fs DR AE II MI Charlesbourg—Haute-Saint- 
Charles Re oe Ee eee ee eee COMÉDÉC HSE nope ine ode NDP 
Dechert, Bob, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign 
PPE PONESIG OE PRIN ER Ad wah PASSE PRE RSR EIRE En Eu Mississauga—Erindale.......... OO ois) oak EN a GPC 
Del Mastro, Dean, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and 
to the Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs ........................ Peterporoueh es cas a hae Onde. ds te CPE 
mevoun partys ne Acting Speaker... Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes— 
rock na PURES N/A CHATONS EP 
Dev aniPanthie ont Afin An Cour iin view Aura ta Ottawa Gentre La sac tt ak Ontario’ éaleetre NDP 
Dion, Hon. Stéphane, Saint-Laurent—Cartierville .................... Saint-Laurent—Cartierville..... QUEDEE 2212 ee pete ee Lib. 
Mionnétbabelle Pierrette fs Matt ic rond Seabous Rivière-du-Nord................. CUÉDEC MR Ru eke 6a: NDP 
DOUTE Ce apg RE RE dr nus de land da de ANA ge Les New Westminster —Coquitlam. British Columbia ........ NDP 
MO CRCICONre ROSANG eat re Mate ee Et ortega seme Alfred-Pellan 0.34.55 04e CUÉDEC SE | native: uobt NDP 
BORE CSIVCTIMT EL oo see cee ee Fu otk TRE te LUN PR LM OER NRE EN eS Re Dee i es RER te AIDE AE MR Re CPC 
MD NIAUINON ANR dt sae via co eu sea eee Chambly—Borduas ............. (USER UE INANNES eles NDP 
Duncan, Hon. John, Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern 
BOVCLOMINEIU. Emo MAPS nn hay ren date Vancouver Island North ........ British Columbia ........ CPC 
MNCL RGEY oes dunes de cc due RRO 2) BEEN na. kann Etobicoke NOM. 07/7800 CAO SE ARTE ae Lib. 
OO. M Coe nc disent | rer Edmonton—Strathcona......... AIDerta 71007 OR NDP 
PA CouIbiPiCITe- LUC... ME AM nn ur SM M o SLICTOLOOR GER CR RE CUCDEC OT SEPT NDP 
Dykstra, Rick, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship 
AMC eT ATION 4) ede PA A PEL OR Pace ho ods Set ss Meals DU Catharines ss Poe ee COTTE TH ous Wed er CPE 
teh IOUT WAVE re tery. ANT RENTRER Atal RS BT et aes ESI NCGS ARE armes oi Prince Edward Island.... Lib. 
KID Mon Mark). Heat en. Cu Anes «soe Oe Sydney—Victoria ............:.. NOVA SCOUd y Lib. 
Fantino, Hon. Julian, Associate Minister of National Defence ...... __. Va BISEAE se face eee ie OntaniOg ses heats. te CPE 
Fast, Hon. Ed, Minister of International Trade and Minister for the 
SA Papi Gateway. MOMIE CAT OR us 205 ne ond AA DDOISTOTU Aion sie. British Columbia ........ CPE 
Findlay, Kerry-Lynne D., Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
TRE" LA TAG AR RE RE EEE PE SRE D PR Delta—Richmond East ......... British Columbia ........ CPC 
Finley, Hon. Diane, Minister of Human Resources and Skills | 
D CO OMAN 1 AE aS RU ACHR Sr Haldimand—Norfolk ........... OD LATIO ey 0 veces Sets CPC 
miahettyalson. Jim, Minister of Fmance.... 7:12... Whitby—Oshawa ............... CVasarie es re Le CRC 
Fletcher, Hon. Steven, Minister of State (Transport) ................. Charleswood—St. James— 
ASSHHIDOIA.. scone sass ee le Nnifoba ser se Tue Cre 
CLES GET gS IAL aN de D Ie ee Me à A A SOU ARC Ee Newfoundland and 
Random—Burin—St. George's Labrador.................. Lib. 
RD CAD TAN OS 7 soca dest? les cn 2 D RU re Rae dl seen Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis— 
Matane—Matapédia ............ CUCDSG MT Betts PAP ca Urien BQ 
Mee CT ts AS CHARS RE PRE WN en RO eee rains ss NPD des Argenteuil—Papineau— 
Mirabel Ce A MERE SR Quechee M'RAUOIOMARE CE L NDP 
D LION. TC. Pataugas Seal es. is aies SE Data Vancouver Centre Meme Tr British Columbia ........ Lib. 
ERICA OVAL rt Peoria: Pishep alas wane cats Cong eds as en NE RE Ta Ottawa—Orléans................ Ontario OMA Se GPG 
“IPT Cag 60S Gg ia ce eae PRG TAN ES Lane re te ae ay RR Sd a TE Renfrew—Nipissing— 
Rembroke PAPER tas CRCATION PT RE es ane CPE 
ODA ON PA Te HAS LAL aio PAM ad ea Rn A Westmount—Ville-Marie ....... OUCH ace Coke cna ee ans Lib. 
eee AD ANIM content, Aenean ou Ars aie tdtge wane ive tie agua aan Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca ...... British Columbia ........ NDP 
LEA TCE TR a Ao cot a oe Re APM EE DIVSPERRRS Shefiord! scttess soem Roms. Quebea re sates NDP 
DR =) ORR AIT ONAL AL NN ETES A ns aide Saale nana cs aa ays Wamcouavene quatre iit sto 2: (MED Eu ck aes tt NDP 
LETS TEN VT OR INGEN D Ra Re CA TOR Dee 9 es RN RE Marc-Aurèle-Fortin ............. INENCC a elit eee NDP 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
CL PATTES. PS mR MAMMA AORN ms PE PEU Brampton—Springdale ......... COMESIO Lave te CPE 
Glover, Shelly, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance. Saint Boniface................... Mamitoba iris see esate CPE 
Godin VON... SR AEA Se 2! OO uni Ptr. Aa Les Acadie—Bathurst ............... New Brunswick.......... NDP 
Goguen, Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe New Brunswick.......... GRC 
Golding, "Retenir Étmonton HASt : a uceanpnie ners’ RIDE Guba. ye een CRE 
OIG TONER AULD Lhe eee Re RE SLR OR sasee OWASCATAM NL. D EME SNL Saskatchewan ............ Lib. 
Goodyear, Hon. Gary, Minister of State (Science and Technology) | 
(Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario) .. Cambridge....................... Ontario ner Mau Tee CRE 
Gosal Hons BalaMinister OT State (Sport). sce. oe ee nae Bramalea—Gore—Malton...... On tation dees LUCE CEC 
Gourde, Jacques, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public 
Works and Government Services, for Official Languages and for Lotbiniére—Chutes-de-la- 
the Economic Development Agency for the Regions of Quebec .. Chaudière....:................... QuÉDEC ss r rire CPC 
Gravellé études. users: OT oat SUITE CPE Ee Nickel Belt 1.0.2: 9H00R00 Ontario Sir. aos NDP 
Cre wal a INN 6s iG achicha eg bap PE an een nln RRR ee Fleetwood—Port Kells ......... British Columbia ........ CPC 
Groguhé Sadia i613 HOM RN. AOE i ROP Saint-lLambert ions een Québec. iiss vaanrceraeenes NDP 
Harper, Right Hon: Stephen, Prime Minister... ee Calgary Southwest .............. WAlbertass:: 1.200020 0 CEE 
Earris AN sub ses ee Fa MIQU bw oda ones sn etna R Scarborough Southwest......... Ontario: soca; aces aie ss NDP 
Harris, Taek 250 < cekeues ht caks OS, au inch Re CRE Newfoundland and 
St. John's: Hasty. twig Mi A at Labtadon sie eras. NDP 
Harris. Richard. .223 FASO a err in, LENG, SL, BN Cariboo—Prince George ....... British Columbia ........ CPE 
Hassan MS ana. : sacks 00e rat ce tee ee Lens Les een GAS Verchéres—Les Patriotes ....... Quiche: ke dire NDP 
Pawns Laurie ss :ss4. out ERY. nee ed SIR OI Edmonton Centre > atoreringinn Albértaris is ri CPC 
Hayes. (BIVath states < kas ties os MIN candidate tu PRIT SauliSte: Mariette Ontarior. 2 Wx: Per err. CPE 
EDEMA USS yc ate LU Arca fein hs yer ead AE PRE Le AE RE eA ce South Surrey—White Rock— 
Ploverdale:..0 Asus British Columbia ........ CPC 
Hillyer, Time. . tics See MARS CO Bo lan th Seen init ER ct Pethbrnidpe::c.mitomernrte Alberta: rire CPC 
Hoback Randy 7:3 s sa 802604 A REO, A En at GORE oe PrincerAlbert sem Saskatchewan ............ CPC 
 Hoeppner, Candice, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public 
fe Ea a MTD PE MIDS ir DEAN AM NE MERS rer enema tba Nest à Portage—Lisgar ig.) lee Ghee Manitobai:1. fo. 22317820 CPG 
Holder, FOR: 2:20 ic MOOI a an ee SRN Sere a Pondon WeSt thee ert cen eee Ontario: ...625.:2 {Eee CPE 
LE SEM EUR RER RIT PAC Re ne ARE ARE LEO Kingston and the Islands ....... Ontario sek EE PA Lib. 
PIE BOS I AOL Caen pt prie A NAN RP A e-paper OU Algoma—Manitoulin— 
Kapuskasingtat ere. edi umes Ontario’ AIFS aaa NDP 
Lg ad lo AUN En nv tp net AE > M en iene es pr ave Thunder Bay—Superior North. Ontario ................... NDP 
SACOM CRATE? fee tie Le ee cr ee tte ean CN ee ee ee Brome—Missisquoi............. CHÉDÉC Ni te te NDP 
LÉ SE TR Ne OT pr ae oe nach searporough CONTE M... OUTATION. <4 tee cea eee ere CPC 
CAE TA eee Nm CS Ce Vs MIRE eee a CT à D Fort McMurray—Athabasca ... Alberta ................... CPC 
JUAN DEBI ecto cays tu 0e MORE Posie D CN Nr RE ie Burnaby—New Westminster... British Columbia ........ NDP 
Kamp, Randy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge— 
and Oceans and for the Asia-Pacific Gateway ...................... MISSION ca ee ce ay British Columbia ........ CPE 
Rarmantiss on Ti RAR PS A A meen Scarborough—A gincourt ....... OMLBLION Ai acento eae Lib. 
Keddy, Gerald, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Interna- | 
tional Trade, for the Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency and for | 
The A DORE CSAC A ra Ween GAR SC M A EN ate South Shore—St. Margaret's... Nova Scotia.............. CPC 
RSW AS ANI AUO RM DEP MO cla A Wins aac, Mita me ae ae Beaches—East York ...........: GOAN. Eee NDP 
Kenney, Hon. Jason, Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and 
NORME EST ake 2p oy exces ea SEGRE oh daca ae ee ee ea Calgary Southeast..../.....2...« AIDOIA Led CEC 
Kent, Hon. Peter, Minister of the Environment ....................... EOL eee kL oe ae CONTATIO er PE hee CPC 
RO OR rk os: hua eg cig gt Ce ag ere SA ne A Ph Le AS eee ease: WESC NOV darn Ok hy ad ih ave one Nova SOA Te re CPC 
EN a eg RCA A On NN OR ga oe Mik gee oa Souris—Moose Mountain ...... Saskatchewan ............ CPE 


See ii see BT € à OP Rae ACC DS, PEN QE lh En ak A D ie Prince Edward—Hastings ...... CHRIS ian acc Sh os Comes CPC 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
Lake, Mike, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Industry ... Edmonton—Mill Woods— 
Beaumont Rte es Albertacisinas i sste er te CPC 
D'HOUICUCIREVIN MP PARR ME eos CAT Lénine ce As te Winnipeg North 5.42: Manitoba::5:1:6:22. 20m Lib. 
PADOINTO ME AIGOES (OH Hele ele, ha, he: ROUE RG Montmagny—L'Islet— 
Kamouraska—Rivière-du-Loup Québec ................... NDP 
DOS OA PARÇOIS 6.4 £5275 ¢ cnt Ree AAs, atten ahler. Woolirarpadianini ep TEE REpentieny ck nse es OLD se NDP 
PCIe SO MANCXANCIING. 52 RPM enr she TR Louis-Saint-Laurent............. OUCBECK: i rashes mr PURE NDP 
ZOO Set Soars ee ESS A, 30a IR CR Lt Si PS Oe a Stormont—Dundas—South 
GENAY AN yaaa Soe ae ONATIOy es oh eos teak oe ee GPC 
DS VC UICHEMASICNE sya cL ic. MUR M A NS S BEN ARE Meet Aik es Mi nec Laurier—Sainte-Marie.......... Québec chau iui ce: Oe NDP 
Lebel, Hon. Denis, Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and 
Communities and Minister of the Economic Development Agency 
Sr aman OMe KEVIONS Ol CUCDCC ANT TT PNA sexe Roberval—Lac-Saint-Jean...... cil or By Seah RER aa Pa a CPC 
eas Ge OI DOMINER ME MARS LU ESA sin RUN arr BÉAUSCTOUT Re New Brunswick.......... Lib. 
MOIS acte (A ICHC tere CERN ee ng saad bye Mineman CNE LaSalle—Bimard 00 22; CST aS OF OR A ERSTE LT Tr NDP 
ant int AU haben ORE de seks MUR OM. ee een te DURON tiny OUR betaine ou CPC. 
Leitch, Kellie, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human 
Resources and Skills Development and to the Minister of Labour Simcoe—Grey .................. CONTATO UM rrr Sonne LE CPE 
Lemieux, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
PR TR au tare dala itl le RNA es LR SE à EEE oer Glengarry—Prescott—Russell . Ontario ................... Cre 
DS OM EIRE a APR PRE EURE ANSE ee RE ER Higittaxn INR eee te tite INGVa oO COA irons chi tee NDP 
Leung, Chungsen, Parliamentary Secretary for Multiculturalism .... Willowdale ...................... COMEATION © oar, teva ase CPE 
RO gh Hen he Mabie td ae ne ee cg rt Riviére-des-Mille-Iles........... (Git. if Das are NDP 
POIL Wiad yslawn sr Adi a RATER RER RTE Mississauga East—Cooksville . Ontario ................... Gre 
MOD Bem en. sees: i oN Mele eM ee rain e dut Cds Dar Huron Bice NT ER Em re AIG west th URSS fs CPE 
Lukiwski, Tom, Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Regina—Lumsden—Lake 
Goyermmentin: the House'OMCOMMONS EH Lui etui... CEM ac A ER A en Saskatchewan ............ CPC 
A Ou did felch donateur ie à Nanaimo—Alberni.............. British Columbia ........ GPC 
MAW MO ANTON En alt ee WW atin este goals se CASA whic eel as sign Le goo ie Prince Edward Island Lib. 
MacKay, Hon. Peter, Minister of National Defence .................. CéntraleNovancon sce SIM INGVAISCOUA SE GOK) 5 Lun CPC 
RO ST ANR ER en EP Er el Ve ON ae CORTON es RE CET LN te ONIANO F275 ber oa CPG 
le TOAI Ne Cr Rr TE PEN PAWN SR) Cla wep RENE 2 RAA Pa Brossard—La Prairie ........... OCDE NN NDP 
PS Tee de PAT OR CPP OR RD AR PAPIER TRS EEE .. Hamilton East—Stoney Creek. Ontario ................... NDP 
TRS ETS SR SIRO 2 SR RS CP Po Winnipes Centres; 27 NEARHODA eee es de NDP 
BASSET INO 0 SENS OS RR OB re het ee es nls ae al es Windsor West...) einen cs tr). Carlo er cleo de NDP 
DS SETITONS LL NS nel ON ns reste doit London—Fanshawe............. COMCAT IO Le ST Le See NDP 
NA SP OR A à AE Saanich—Gulf Islands .......... British Columbia ........ GP 
eS COM ne ce da ak sas re NOT io AE Okanagan—Shuswap ........... British Columbia ........ CRE 
MA IOMAEON JOM es ESP A ee ne RARE Markham—Unionville .......... CUMTATION CRE RU eee Lib. 
LE COTILAI EL Hay Cen D AC En PA OR CN pe Nm Brant.:1...1M NRA eres Ontario Yee CPC 
BTV MUAMIC OO EE DRM PE ARE aan core EL RRC PR Ottawa SOUMI "tt... 21. ates CAT IO oe. cc Seite en or Lib. 
REAM PEAT ON ET TPM ER fen gc rece Eee Pte haath et Menem tama Scarborough—Guildwood...... CJIMATIO piece Mn à LD. 
McLeod, Cathy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Kamloops—Thompson— 
EE PR RL Re OB SS D CATIDOO Mone Re eater eee British Columbia ........ CPC 
"CO EG Ha GE LE A Cr A PP ER ne Qu RICHMONT'ENIPAENPRER SERIES Ontario ne Gio AAA CEU 
Menzies, Hon. Ted, Minister of State (Finance) ...................... MAG ICO sat ee TN tear na cet VNIDÉT Eda sine fo eee ae crc 
Wy SPIRE Le hs PEE PS) LR re rp D EN ale ali ak Aah Se haa CLOWN Aw eh CRE Alberta sete cos. eee CEE 
M Diner ol eae ld SAN Eee NE Re er STE Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier...... AL 0 61e 0 GRR NI REA NDP 
LST Reg bete des cede tended Re ie PO AE dy dy a TR ner Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound... Ontario ................... CRE 
DER LOI HR SP CRE a 8 ne PA ARE AE A Abitibi—Témiscamingue....... CMÉDEC seria eas wana es NDP 
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Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 


CP ENS PE EEE 


Moore, Hon. James, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Port Moody—Westwood—Port 


Langues, Marisa etes. dr he LAS ae ae COC UI AIT Sn i eo Oye agate oe British Columbia ........ CPC 
Moore, Fon Rob... tee Lie. nt pue EHnOV ROvalRUss conto ucek ee New Brunswick.......... CPG 
MorisaDanyiert, Paul niescmuus - Boa eee tc he, Ate i seen Chicoutimi—Le Fjord .......... Québécwusl4 70 NDP 
Morin ls belle suivre dass Meteors et ee at ee eae ees Notre-Dame-de-Grace— 

chine cs, COCOA LSE eae Québec. 2.400 NDP 
Mort. Mhré-André. es. Un). phones Me re Laurentides —Labelle ........... Québeczs Tree NDP 
MôtmsMarieGlaude: tal surtt Aes. ini ik ma Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot........ Québec: ess re nes NDP 
Moutans Mat. sert SUP a0 ea tes nie teens RON PANUNtSIC.... Eure aan en Quebec) eames a ane BQ 
Muleaic, homes: Paniers rs TO i: 3 th A a ee Outremont i. \.14 eee ckabe ese Québec? 2323 Gres eee NDP 
Murigy: Foye ys See SOs i, Bee A ke eee Vancouver Quadra .............. British Columbia ........ Lib. 
LP A LL Oni ect nth oc ahem ue Ps tens ee mei ae ately = mu ue Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher .... Québec ................... NDP 
NOR IE OLE cir cele M wed oe 5 Sa alae Reco ON ena Le AUS Parkdale—High Park ........... OntaniG Att non eer ees NDP 
PSICTIOUISS EALIIIG ect hoe wire accrue © fete nade EE EE A AE AE Vaudreuil-Soulanges ............ UCHR EPP RE" NDP 
Nicholson, Hon. Rob, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of 

Ca cURL LR AMEL ARE PE Niagara Falls AMAR SR CRU GUSTO ona ER OREREE CPE 
INOTIOCKE RICK MER LCR CNE ce Made à Ra RAGE TS AA Northumberland—Quinte West Ontario ................... Cre 
Nunez-Melo. JOSE sides M ea eae on ee ANSE SAM gh ARR ach ea ee ees OUCDED EV ie ae hs NDP 
O'Connor, Hon. Gordon, Minister of State and Chief Government 

WIRD SR AR EL Le Re Out ah Se nes ae ale seis NUE Carleton—Mississippi Mills... Ontario ................... CPC 
CPNendM Gordon: THY wih) Es De ee dr ps ven de eee NAMAUCHIT LS 4, sot Sa tem runs New Brunswick.......... CPC 
Obhrai, Deepak, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign 

AGIA picks ue 4 A Es AN i PUSAN Set, CALAIS. Rent Alberta "ss: ARR CRE 
OdayHonsBevy, Minister of Intemational Cooperation... 72... ..-. eam se. >. pe on pean - CONHAHON EE RER CPC 
Oliver, Hon. Joe, Minister of Natural Resources ..................... Eglinton—Lawrence............ CHATONS INE es Cre 
Opi edie oie rere er aerate sh iil PR h aetna’ creates cae iovicone Cénie... 804-5 OREO a ten cea tree CPC 
PACER Vass tanO 4s Cain carb ad acess ee de Puan ata ARR es ela Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel .. Québec ................... Lib 
Papillon Annick. LEP At PR MN PO RO LE RL Wags RTE (RTC CC Card's as ac bine tan canta Québec. ss. ee eee NDP 
Paradis, Hon. Christian, Minister of Industry and Minister of State 

CASTICOIUES Wee PROPRES RE LRO ELA RAS AS nee ee Sr Mégantic—L'Erable............. COUDES ro CPC 
PAC TARDE setts Loh canteen EURE A CPAS unmet CR RE Jonquière—Alma ............... CODEC Ne RENE NDP 
Payne, LaVar Rire PAT PD: Bee ote ate ot Gd DGA Lie S, OUR 4 INICCHOIBO Lat A ieee yee sts stent AIDS as cree ae ee CPE 
PÉCISL EVE cae ete te Pie: | ne ERA Re PR ee Pe Pome deel eye COMEDEC MS RE RTS NDP 
Penashue, Hon. Peter, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and Newfoundland and 

President of the Queen's Privy Council for Canada ................ 1a6 13) v2 1 10) WARNER SEPPER CENTRES Babradorsss4 aavazacnp cee PE 
PCTCAUIE MMIAHON ae rene es ru RS MM nations ARMES Montea ie RO enr ren QuÉDES ner DR NDP 
Plon FFrançois +500 PAIE CRETE een TR RAA NAN avale ten liés Mate. ie QUEBEC. hat EE arr NDP 
Plamondot Louis: RP Re OS ocean ods SE ee ERA Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet— 

Bécancotitée <A mala eh eee ens Québec...….,::4528t tee BQ 


Poilievre, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and for the Federal 


Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario............. Nepean—Carleton .............. CIATION ECS CPG 
Preston J Joes... ahs. aia Cade 4 nih ea Bhi ae VA aon. ae es ee Elgin—Middlesex—London ... Ontario ................... CPC 
Ouah Asie Win Ds ae ded ods odd annee EL Hans TP ama Beauharnois—Salaberry ........ OED CERI yous eo LAURE NDP 
RACY FOUN ns co Re nc ids. fe bia elec ADS Of ONtO Centre TON RAT Su: OVAFID rh sono Lib. 
Rattarty ban oo) Oh) USERS See, OTE ORE a Thunder Bay—Rainy River.... Ontario ................... NDP 
Ram, HonLisa, Minister or Laboaunig TN ARE Re RAC etn se reat a eae eo CHAOS EEE CPG 
FiO, HAIG: fac Pme ton out era Pal esac pcan ee aca wea Edmonton—Leduc.............. ACE Tia ARE Re See ta CPG 
RADÉCDOMITONR CE tapos en tates ae ad eta PA RS TN htc a Edmonton—St. Albert.......... Ribera tases case, CPC 
RANIDOAE NATION ARE A ee ee eae de. HONUAG Sn terete ate es (OC ed are ont eek NDP 


RAVAUIE MTANOIDS con he ha Cee ee Ge ee ee eee FOTO TE ee cee ee ee Bio 57 ae Ma es ARE TS ry NDP 


Province of Political 
Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
“ree ia CYS Gore) 6 a ee 0 + AN ARs mca ar TA Ne es Halifax. West nes Nova Scotta cc ss: PIE Lib. 
CRU SG) 0010 Le Sewell aoe i has hry eau, Con ate RO Rr A Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox 
ang Addinoton 22240 KATO: Patriote CPC 
Rempel, Michelle, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the 
Me VAT OMAR os ARR Be ee nn a ii Nestes Calgary Centre-North........... Ved iy 4 We eRe aan CPC 
ÉTAT LS Rat entr, nl ip Wild Rose merite ie es Alberta dico. GPE 
RAR DA Sekai es RL nn come genes he ae Calvary Centre Lane PADOVA NE Le te GPE 
Rickford, Greg, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of 
Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development, for the Canadian 
Northern Economic Development Agency and for the Federal 
Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario............ Kenora. {iv oe ener eee (at a (een ES pe ss se te CPC 
Ritz, Hon. Gerry, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and 
NtustertoniheCanadran Wheat Board. OR bane eens oe Battlefords—Lloydminster ..... Saskatchewan ............ Cre 
MEUM, SCAM Gyr: ee ee ere een ie ys vata Seu e nn nd es Compton——Stanstead ny... QUÉBEC Att Rtas NDP 
D 0 A OMC AM aN ele Bcc tne rs OE ADCO PRT CA TU A Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik 
. EV OU TENTE mere ese, CUEDEO ean tear sat NDP 
SOT AS ET Mae ro ne alae eb iar ERA RU ee nee Ae lee tle AT ol Ng Surrey” NOt Woe wee eee es British Columbia ........ NDP 
D OISE sine Wepuly SPCakel LT OMR Eee. VICLOTA EL ae ace emer 2-LBritish Columbia". iis... NDP 
Saxton, Andrew, Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the 
Treasury Board and for Western Economic Diversification ........ North Vancouver:.120840.0000 British Columbia ........ CRC 
BAU PAlO@ OTA ETANCIS Lire pans t tates COE ORF otensnamcals mue etre te ht arrete Bac-Saimt-Lous si. 4er OueDeeiredissaccheeccaese: Lib. 
Scheer, Hon. Andrew, Speaker of the House of Commons.......... Regina—Qu'Appelle............ Saskatchewan :::.::..4::, CPC 
TON DST NE een et ace Pre TA bn de te Is Perth—Wellington .............. CHATONS Me CPC 
POSTE, Sil SIG Na pen el es A ES a On ea Brampton West. sey ce COMA O were cee neues CPC 
D AOULAA oe tates rer eee sce se à de au rites sed lior eee Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert..... (OATS nas eget ceili ian x NDP 
SRO at à Cay Tea PTE Ke als Pl ht aii a A A ANA ecuaaRliN VOTE EST Se tere rare ten ed ee COICO CROTON gems See. Lib. 
Shea, Hon. Gail, Minister of National Revenue ...................... ÉAMONT srl wale eee eee ae Prince Edward Island.... CPC 
Ss LY ELESisl 1S. 9f Sgt com ne toma Re CRA NAY Aeon eee ace Lambton—Kent—Middlesex... Ontario ................... CPC 
PCT Ig) OSU EL NT cy HEU Dan aL BT RA OER UE Caleary Northeast.....-. 0:5 (AIDEN as NT et ec rece at Cue 
A ES CONE Re eee ceo en eu ne vs ois ceci: ROT Ed Cie Bonavista—Gander—Grand ; Newfoundland and 
Falls—Windsor.................. Pabtandor eesti ts Lib. 
EES ol SD Th OS AS ne nr ce ee à Te seit Newton—North Delta .......... British Columbia ........ NDP 
D en ee ru CTD A dar pe Et cir AL a te Scarborough—Rouge River.... Ontario ................... NDP 
hi Re TE ca A MN RARE a ie tae ea pct Aa art rato fete i Kildonan—St. Paul ............. Niannoba et ork r naa CPC 
ie Ro MERE RTE OA PRE EE EE ES Dauphin—Swan River — 
Marquetio.,.2.4 1m MARIO DARR Faso rase de CPC 
ET ONE TR D cr ee ean a emer ee ER CTOWIDONL 14. Ee eee PAT RTE 40, DR EE A UP CPC 
LÉ ENT DCR a ene titre shel ed WA cea ER ONU ees Saint-Maurice—Chamoplain..... (Queer cere rer aes NDP 
AIO MBIUCON He ACHRS Speaker. 2 let, veeseee cade ea des Simcoe North, LE ee COTON AT M ens CPC 
D ag AS Vie BG RAR ts AN rs (ur Burnaby—Douglas.............. British Columbia ........ NDP 
PE TPE TCS TNs 5 he PTT ES LP OE ERR RG ee eR Sackville—Eastern Shore ...... Nova:Scotlanteeue. co... NDP 
RÉCENTS RE IN oo ARE CRE SE Westlock—St. Paul ............. Alberta "ru 2 CPC 
A AU AU ee el Le ne CU Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon.... British Columbia ........ CPC 
AN IRC Lil Ga Le x oe A OU, er SA a York South—Weston ........... COINEATIOS Airs ec oak aes NDP 
aCe NA RS RE AE D ER RE Rah ors ANR be Minato nr Ancaster—Dundas— 
Flamborough—Westdale ....... CONTATIO RIDE CPC 
BATT Ca OO PNR PRE NT RER ERA Seely Sudbury. LAN ANS ACHILLE NDP 
D DDR Sg Le 8 cor TR mr re dé Se Dufferin—Caledon.............. UIST: COR pat en a ANAS CPE 
Hot Lawrence. .,.:......5 Se A se RP SLR eg LU SR RAR I NU Elmwood—tTranscona .......... Manitoba: Leur ar CPC 
ToewsalHon-Vro-Minister-of-Public*Satety-yrrecon tert err Provencher- er seers Manitoba-==712##00n CPE 


OPHE A PURBS. Léna. EU Vente ÉRRR RSA TE. tes thay OA TRE Gaspésie—Iles-de-la-Madeleine Québec ................... NDP 
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Province of Political 

Name of Member Constituency Constituency Affiliation 
‘Eremblaysdonathan: Li SR cope een. Pinto, Ps RE. Montmorency—Charlevoix— 

Haute:Côte-Nôrd....., 482 Québeé Rome ss ae NDP 
Frost. Brad 3 LAS RE in a SR REA Saskatoon—Humboldt.......... Saskaätchewailh st CPC 
Trottier, Bermards, a: Pi ern eS ASE RY Sener te Win. 2-7 1s Etobicoke—Lakeshore.......... Ontario nets aile GPC 
Trudeau «coven ae ye cuans NPA Lans denen le ae ee PAD INCA se Hath re ie Quebec. 9:3 crises au Lib. 
Truppe, Susan, Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women....... London North Centre........... Ontahi0- pas dea peeees 20000 CPE 
Tone NVCOl RE Ronan: WIIG ten innen en MORE HUE Aimer Ne een es, QUÉBEC 11431 teeter an NDP 
reed, Mer ea oy Ber Da RAR RON re dm A ren Brandon—Souris...........- 1. eh, WNTaitobae ANIME TR CPC 
Uppal, Hon. Tim, Minister of State (Democratic Reform) ........... Edmonton—Sherwood Park.... Alberta ................... CET 
Valcourt, Hon. Bernard, Minister of State (Atlantic Canada | 

Opportunities. Agency) (La. Prancophonteé), o..00.c.cccccdn.iadevonneres Madawaska—Restigouche ..... New Brunswick.......... GPC 
INGRIO TENE bcos de LEESON EE POULET GelphK}i-#s ere Ontano su... An Lib. 
Nour NC tete DATES Sn Re Re de a ce teen eueae Chatham-Kent—Essex.......... GMAO ANS NE CPC 
Van Loan, Hon. Peter, Leader of the Government in the House of 

CONDITIONS WE re. nd I ee Nr Aa recat Gh Ba WN OTK-—-SIMCOE 1.8 eee eee CAO KT ENTRER ocre 
Vent MAT ie ee ee cad aa wh ccs dob a's En SRE Saskatoon—Wanuskewin....... Saskatchewan ........... CPC 
NS ce NAS ee RE SR eek A SU Un ts ON a OS Burington uni ne ane ONTARIO 4. mice CPC 
Raich aeRO LI PAR UD MA ios RE EAN ARE PA GRR ET MARDI ae Se British Columbia ........ CPC 
Warkentin’ @hris cn ah tie tft a cond... eee A reese A Péace Rivera aie sce blberidetaallt ads dove dors CPG 
Watson, Jeti. ne He cece et it bo aad TE BSSER NT eo ol ee ar Ontario 2737.58 ek COPE 
Weston} IG LE pesant aie tebe West Vancouver—Sunshine ‘ 

Coast—Sea to Sky Country.... British Columbia ........ CEG 
Westom Rodney. 2m fes ASE Neate AP AE CM SET A RSR ENT AS New Brunswick.......... CPC 
Wilks? Daya RAM AR ARENTON Au AIS SRR dre A ie Kootenay—Columbia....:...... British Columbia ........ CPG 
WillianisGn, Wohin see TO) PONT A ONCE coh AV NG Jens adhe New Brunswick Southwest..... New Brunswick.......... CPC 
Wong, Hon: Alice, Minister of-State (Seniors) ...:..::.,:.44,0244 Richmond ss: PETER ir, British Columbia ........ CPC 
Woedworthe Stephen dau spip tie pe RAS rie gens see SA RAT US KMICHenCr CENT MEME Ontario? ST SERRES GEC 
Yelich, Hon. Lynne, Minister of State (Western Economic Diversi- 

JADE) PORC TO sLreeta tant yom ebay RICA SERRE CARRE US HACRSUAD awe a pale hee as Saskatchewan ............ CPC 
YOUR MÉRONCC ae ie ee lke TE Ra eed Ak ia ea LAS Ce Oakville... hye wee ably et AAU OHTATION. io hear GPC 
OURS Guy Che or Sy siete ee ee eats UE Ms Sas Gah et. See ali Vancouver SOU... British Columbia ........ CPC 
AR CT RE OD ete ss. ere ds ote eee CNE DC RE EN Prince George—Peace River... British Columbia ........ CPE 
NA CA PNG as Sect bd Auntie aan tale a eh cl AR rk aT qe TL AE Toronto—Danforth.............. CONTRI: fr heres arene 


N.B.: Under Political Affiliation: Lib. - Liberal; CPC - Conservative; BQ - Bloc Quebecois; NDP - New Democratic Party; Ind. 
- Independent 
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First Session—Forty-first Parliament 


oo 


Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
ALBERTA (28) 
Ablonczy, Hon. Diane, Minister of State of Foreign Affairs (Americas and Consular 

TS rete st gna Re Re ch TO AMD NA arto re pe be A Ce NOSE, EM dete ton er adie ure ee ag Cre 
Ambrose, Hon. Rona, Minister of Public Works and Government Services and 

PMT Ser Ort AUS “OL WOMEN Wee et rere rs chews cece nema este eyes Re de Edmonton—Spruce Grove ................ Cre 
RO eee ne Mere a QAR AA ey tases re ARS CAC AN est ee wrench wate Are Cre 
arf Sarno we ah noi de cuir VA plea ARE EIRE GRR Vegreville—Wainwright ................... CRE 
LR Sd EIST GBs oe darted de dan FOUN lan eae ana ning lca AIT ok nt A dpt ae A WETASKIWIN eo ie cece arc an ee cet CRC 
ICM Lr LN eee See, a un Dar a ans ne saw eee Hebe ae oe Ph ane same da vols RE DEC AR See at atte CR Pe eens evens a: Cre 
odie. Mee RRN le er FRS SRR ee Edmonton=-Strath¢ona it 2.0804). oo... .54: NDP 
CETTE, ESS RS AON BS AL APE Vale Se SR RER anne eee ee Edmonton asta. ROO Fcc eee aes CPE 
Do miiont Hon, stephen Prime Minister 5 gut stop usine eee Calgary SOURMWESE EN Re ee CPE 
ESTOS GOA DAT fone aie A SR roa Re eu Ne eck ears CR) EAST je haie EUMORION CENUONS ANT MAT PATENT GPC 
ET Ces TER GR 6 70 EL PACE A Or EL Pod ts oak Wea ERP Hise SERA RER ES AIRE OR ROEE EUROS LémOndge PEAU Dern en CPC 
eric PR te eh een PR rah henge eee RE PIRE CE D EE CI PERTE TELE Fort McMurray—Athabasca .............. Cre 
Kenney, Hon. Jason, Minister of Citizenship, Immigration and Multiculturalism .... Calgary Southeast.......................... CPE 
Lake, Mike, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Industry ...................... Edmonton—Mill Woods—Beaumont .... CPC 
Roi bon led Wiinister Ol plate IMANCe ) 2e bases ek eee ble dbus eo tie eee’ MACIEOQ curren ARR eee er, CPC 
La eo M à OU ON OS PRES PRET EP ER DE ER TÉHON TEA PAU RE NS Een see tye CRU 
Obhrai, Deepak, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs ......... Calgary BASE RE Meter nn CPC 
NS LE AN Wer he en ig TE ET EW) te a MMR DIS Me's leone yie cine ines oe oie heinssee te Medicine HAL is eb etn ou cab sa, CRE 
CASSEL OTD SESS, OPA AE EU ENT CE DER: HORREUR Edmonton: edu at ant. tal CRE 
RAA ES à dE ON CRE ARNO gdh MER. - DENT APR CIECEE CT ARR Rene ee ay cas Edmonton--StyAlDert Mets hee CPC 
Rempel, Michelle, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of the Environment ..... Calcary: Centre North LIN tes oe CPC 
RD ALC SES aK OMe aoe PP s bole eect Lice Sees RUN NLS hee Reta ORES AS COME RLS 2520s ‘Senses Wild ROSE Tes stra RE RER EN ee keene’ CPC 
PMU ATASOtm eee nents orice Sepa er eke sas hehe das MER Tete a Tl a Lage ee es RENE Ra Calgary CENTER ae ee Res CPG 
PRO NA CIE AR Ne URSS as oun ey RS nn NT ET URS dS Re dus De Calgary Northeast. Lena es CRE 
DCR OPEN ER re err eed cree RAR AEE TESA UA ETAT OND Gi aie atten sted (TOWN TOUR Bae ARTE En nar eee, Ome CPC 
ee cad as PA DA MA Sine Habe sums do PMR sine ee WESTIOCK = Ot. PAU AT cen es Career CPC 
BBbal Hon. Tim, Minister of State (Democratic Reform) ...2 2.0.00... neces es Edmonton—Sherwood Park............... CPC 
BOER CHIP GIG eer wa da ear e ee bans oh sah sates nr ano One tae Ne PEACCT RIV CE rel oo Be as sca Da 7 Ts AS Re CPC 
BRITISH COLUMBIA (36) _ 
1 ER EP CORA Sy aN fr Re RE OG ST Ta ae eR PES EO re ne are Okanagan—Coquihalla .................... CPC 
BAN OUTS ALOK is ok sh A SE ERA RE ARE British Columbia Southern Interior....... NDP 
“COTTA ag ROME aE Eo RGR, an: Uy Re A re Kelowna—Lake Country .................. CRG 
MPV OCE Me us po seca Whe à PR Ne init HASTE S's à Sib noie Kame crime 9 sian es +2 8 Nanaimo -CoWichah es ne NDP 
Met ONAthan oe ek oan ioe ad lee RS TE A UE de Sean de eng Skeena—Bulkley Valley................... NDP 
CS NBT RAR neo URN des. edit ANSE aay Vancouver Kaneswayin att he amiens En NDP 
BRS NADY OEM ET à nous 8. 4 orem eo Gira An easier VanCOVED asta io re RU. NDP 
Bere Re A Cees he me ee A Nan AR ore New Westminster —Coquitlam ............ NDP 
Duncan, Hon. John, Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development ..... Vancouver Island North .... 422. 33. A442 CPC 
Fast, Hon. Ed, Minister of International Trade and Minister for the Asia-Pacific 

ESN RA BOE Oh a aa i i OR ER ck ncaa RP ee ADDOTS ONE SUR 2 Sata eu la ea haa pare dad GPE 


Findlay, Kerry-Lynne D., Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice ......... Delta—Richmond East .................... CEG 


Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
Pin Hon, Hedy cei A RAR TL Ne Mer ena seen RON a fee Vancouver Centres. tet sees nae Lib. 
TNA De di LPO ET SPP A CRE nak PR Se coe uae RP ES NOM EM + LR à à Esquimalt—Juan de Fuca ................. NDP 
CSTW ale ONAN ER 20 Lee yl Ee ns I cn ete ES Mee ee. RATS Fleetwood——Port Kells 70240000 CPC 
PALES RICH are te eae re D tae ia RUE ea ET Neate nn Dae AN PRE Re Cariboo—Prince Georges. eo ee CEE 
jg À oe at 0 cate AU EE aa band En cn icy NP LE eet te Ptah ie aus et VEN South Surrey—White Rock—Cloverdale CPC 
LATE Pal 1] ge Panta tr hr a Le ic LA aa ee Yc dete Se Ge i tea aM NA hn Burnaby—New Westminster .............. NDP 
Kamp, Randy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and 

forthemastasPacitic. Gateway. 05 ies soe pace Sele ob oe ev av eee ye En ote ene Pitt Meadows—Maple Ridge—Mission.. CPC 
LGV NAMOS A, Sa AU AS AP NN Dak tai vs ae Tete Le 004 Nanaimo—Alberni ......................... CRE 
MÉVAE ape dont Nbre ee atk SUR A Male hante RE AA ICE LU kas Saanich—Gulf Islands ..…................. GP 
NIAVESS CAT ACT EN RS URSS A LS GE aie Re UN BOT. ee oe Okanagan—Shuswap ...................... CPE 
McLeod, Cathy, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Revenue....... Kamloops—Thompson—Cariboo......... CRC 
Moore, Hon. James, Minister of Canadian Heritage and Official Languages ......... Port Moody—Westwood—Port 

COQUE PR ET eee eee CPC 

IVR SREY Pe ICE EN a 1 NONE SRE ARE EE AN Cm PE DEA Try LS CCS A RO A PU Vancouver OAI REX eae eee Lib. 
SACs san Woe can Loe AS nue Pt rue oe eva $5 Gate tts aie ya EL nee ge SE AR SUITOY NOTES ARR tet. ane AT nee NDP 
Pavoles Denise: tne Deputy Speaker: ANRT SU SE Ne ne ViCtOFE AR SR ae EP AN Re RTE NDP 
Saxton, Andrew, Parliamentary Secretary to the President of the Treasury Board and 

Or IMNESIéTRR EE OROMIC DINEISIHÉATON TERRES de Set PA A eo de Northa VanCOU Ve RE tr CRE 
Dims NainMAy: JOCIIGELA GL. fran sae an LR sh EE PRR HOR PS RRM EAE Le Ly. 0 NN: Newton—North Delta ..................... NDP 
PIONEER M RS Eee ste SAN ee aac tu aye cig se EME + PE Ree Burnaby—Douglas......................... NDP 
D EU IVEAT oh oe ice aan pares ale AP PA ra Morse Qu po rae ee dE he clear nee es Chilliwack—Fraser Canyon ............... Cre 
WV SLAW EL IVIAL 8 MCE LR RM CA RAS ER POS LR SURG a A UE TR ren ee ae cee FARM RE CN ae ee ene tee CEC 
NV CSD MONS Oo er AE RENE ae ey RE PR PES NE RER net PE hate, eee West Vancouver —Sunshine Coast—Sea 

10 Sky? Country. s/o eB Fa CRE 

Wilks, David's ak oe et tentes he EE a cd haces Fe oe eek Kootenay—Columbia...................... CPE 
Wong; Hon. Alice; Minister. of State (Seniors) Mn CU nes ue OMe el Richmond... Sale eee ees CPC 
WOW ab? SO, CU RT CLOT AR Rs TEN SE Me a cece Bie hatin de Vancouver South | 0.50.0. 020470408070 CPC 
ZNPAITICT SOD <4 oi pere ee RO ARTE LE DINE CA. ote, ul MINE ae Ree a, OR Prince George—Peace River .............. GPC. 
MANITOBA (14) 
PASUIVOUS IMIR ER ne re het ee ee PO rete AORN, ees Ree id eM Me Pa creer a COUTCRIT Re ree tae otek en. SRE ee NDP 
LA FEES CET POY CC Het hioe saunas ste) Cee ets REE eRe eM OR SE ee nt HS ae Winnipeg South Centre.................... CPE 
[2 LA SALE ECTS RS am cca Sack ge Pm Pen Rice CAMB DS RO Ce tha? a Fatt oc SRI Maar are ge oe selkirk=—liteslakee os eee eons CRC 
BiG OCe ROU mance. uae: geet sear eee Peer een ee an voy WINIIDCS SOLU create ae. sae ee eee CPC 
Pletcher, minAsteven- Minister Ol tate (Transport) +... nc ae ee aks Charleswood—St. James—Assiniboia.... CPC: 
Glover, Shelly, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Finance ................... Saint Bonitace:,:, eves ntsc eee to Cre 
Hoeppner, Candice, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Safety........ Portage=-bistar iat toes acca ann oe CPC 
Lamonreux,Kevins dice oi ee ry Re tet net nite ests Winnipeg North trente Lib. 
Marcin, Pat? ect, POPSET (FIT Yo tha ah Ba mehetcien otha ales stig Winnipeg Centres cine. ee NDP 
Smit; JO ves slid le LR, AE a A ahaa ice e's LT AR Kildonan—St. Paul ::2442.0ume er CPC 
SOPUCK, MROUSED ah weitere Mey ets PIE TT Fey SR ER gd ie Een Dauphin—Swan River—Marquette....... CPE 
Toët.;Laiencen hohe Ce, OPI ORs ak A POPE NA tm dre fers NE Elmwood—Transcona ..................... CPC 
Toews, Hon. Vic, Minister of Public Safety .............................. lier eae Ub deo Proveneher nel cin ae CPC 
Tweed, RELY: en ot tiennent PURE TOO Sat gE IRIE Pa le Nate Brandon-——Souris ........................ CPE 
NEW BRUNSWICK (10) 
PA RET BT CORE Roce tee PP PA NP EPR Se ORME re en ce te Tobique—Mactaquac ...................... CPE 


Ashfield, Hon. Keith, Minister of Fisheries and Oceans and Minister for the Atlantic 
CN SR Re eta de à Ga d'os De en Cm T0 TRCQCTICION, Dir te ce ae coe eee Cre 
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Cg OR OES en ee PO ER RUE nn ee tort ttench van INCAS FR ANUES EM Lannion NDP 
Goguen, Robert, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Justice................... Moncton—Riverview—Dieppe ........... CHG 
D IC ON MEIOTIC <i inca ened OM RE anne cinema seme ionnian BASS JOUA tele talenitrerntmenionarael Lib. 
DUO PEL OIIE, LNOD: epee git chien, MER eee ee RMT a Cre aha, cnseuinacoikt ennn ati arrenautifies BUn ANR O VA ER ne entrer CRE 
NC Gordon UV 51 videos NAN AE TO MONA na ainrninunne ttes Miramicn epee RARE. LRU LR CPE 
Valcourt, Hon. Bernard, Minister of State (Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency) 

TR RO Lt RE Re ER A EE CE Madawaska—Restigouche................. CPC 

D tine ROUREVREN LUS, OR En ris URI DP J dens ll sorte cire s votre SA OUR EE A ta ee CPG 
MASON OND Ace Al SCA ie AE eee TEE ICS D oa New Brunswick Southwest................ GPC 
NEWFOUNDLAND AND LABRADOR (7) 
ME COLT tle ass Ae ee 2 LA A 14 à de RO RIT MEME aed ARR RE CRE OS AT UOTE TRE AU RENE SE LUN ter. Lib. 
D TUE FLOM GIETE VEN eee cc OP OE ART RES AR Humber—St. Barbe—Baie Verte ......... Lib. 
Sg ag GF I URL I À PAS EUOT ARR EAU AR Le LE ce St. John's South—Mount Pearl ........... NDP 
ROC ON RE UN AE oe Su ae NE Onn vane! alas vi teh ARS Random—Burin—St. George's ........... Lib. 
NWR Re Re a ETAPE RENE ERI 24 à à À De Be ee Se Wohin's Bast. to etek Oa ei, NDP 
Penashue, Hon. Peter, Minister of Intergovernmental Affairs and President of the 

ONES CPP IV OUNCH, TOR CAR Ban Ann nue pelo neiginieresaee RADIO ANT ee TE as soya en CPC 
SUMS SOU BO Na siete oe esires RAT eee Ria a 0 Cle ti PE RE EE Bonavista—Gander—Grand Falls— 

MARASONS ake Suet te ie A scoot aa as entice Lib. 

NORTHWEST TERRITORIES (1) 
BONAR LOIS Me CTI S eee rarstens MONNIER et ROE NRE vera iv arb Bin matt lana above WiesternimArctic’s FR Ce IHS SONO NDP 
NOVA SCOTIA (11) 
Armstrong, Sen true Ware AUTO ot alate ROM x ee Re Cumberland—Colchester — 

Musquodoboit Valley ...................... CPC 
LESC à LORS 01 LONGO ALU TE ERIC SATA RENE ba) TAIN RR CON od ails Pett eg Kings Hants Me, WU ee Lib. 
EE JR LE ARR NS ERP EURE tele OMR rota TAC HART PR PAL ARTE à Dartmouth—Cole Harbour. ..........:.:.. NDP 
LL a 6 LS A Kaiser rot, A A RO PE a AE PAS ES A Cape Breton Canson Rene Lib. 
OATES TIN FU Smee etal aia ned attirés Elsa rat Pda Are ces vor Ar te A ds Sydtie y= Victoria RUES yas ers oe Di. 
Keddy, Gerald, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Trade, for the 

Atlantic Canada Opportunities Agency and for the Atlantic Gateway............... South Shore—St. Margaret's .............. ere 
NLP AINE ag A RP De eae A eho TPR RARE A A NES EN Var rote ee ls sae neers tae, Cre 
LCMV IC Salter AO ee etn nee Ea eae Nan 2 ee rae ln lé a db orme demi. clear done late honte rt md NDP 
Dev lon reves, MIEL Or, National Delence RMS PE de CANON A Re en en CPC 
D CO SE ares ae sa yates Le en De anata fes bool HAT EN CET ile pce Lib. 
ND Fee 4000 NOR Ra ERA A ner Pr PRE M er A Sackville—Eastern Shore.................. NDP 
NUNAVUT (1) 

Aglukkaq, Hon. Leona, Minister of Health and Minister of the Canadian Northern 

Rooms DévVelODIMENt ACT A encre ane UV RAT ER TR eer ver OPE 

ONTARIO (105) 
Adams, Eve, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Veterans Affairs ............ Mississauga—Brampton South............ CPE 
D INA A PAIE, alr oy. a San Brcens Sa eval daxedioasdnane seas of AYO RRO ee 0 te. MR PR PP OR RIRE nak wees CPC 
nn ct HR ARG Cis 5 sta RE aie le te TA Nae dine Pa niea ne Pateed ten bit Kitchener= Conestoga 2.24 CPE 
Alexander, Chris, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of National Defence...... Ajake=-Pickeringen >: Mai eet. CPC 
Bla Viale oii rien 5 eae ne tee oan a ES darts as sde es NOMADE ils Sees Cire shen: Daly bas einen NDP 
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FLTC 42 71 a ere eee SC tt MA EU nr Niagara West—Glanbrook.......... aden GPG 
Atnblen Stella... Rif. unies Es nine TE LES PAN ORR Mississauoa, South eee tr an CRC 
POTN S Le 2 RS OO tin ciate LT LS RR oc Ut SRE AM heated Timmins—James Bay ..................... NDP | 
STIL, eal Rae Ceci us eeu ds A PLANS COLLE RE ACRE ATTEINTE A IS Nipissing—Timiskaming .................. CPG 
Band; Hons obn,, Minister of Foreign A Taisetsu 6  E mate sane ncders Ottawa West—Nepean..................... CPC 
Belanger Hon. Mount Est Notes saine Ge MSN Et ei 2e Ottawa: Vanier as eme set. Lib. 
Bennett Alon; Carolyn. SOMMES EN NAME. J RE AO, St Paulson Lib. 
Braid! Peter PR RE PE a Ss A SIS De or Grates wish ch LANG Bok Kitchener— Waterloo... ...0.......0.2. 06.68 CPC 
Bow: GOUGING, OT TE RY ee es SR EAN kA ed A, Ééeds=-Grenville. use VaR ae CPE 
Brown, Lois, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of International Cooperation . Newmarket—Aurora....................... CYe 
STO WITT TORE Wr Sate tO LV AAO ee Oa teen UE HUE LO Way eee e LES eu MINI” at de) Bafrie TPE Baek SE Se ee CPC 
DOULEUR AOR ERREUR Rei te ANT a Mk 8 (SMe lah spl Subs et aS Mississauga—Streetsville.................. CPG 
Calandra, Paul , Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Canadian Heritage...... Oak Ridges—Markham Feet acca CRE 
Canmchaeiv John... fae) easter, we, RE. nue an Tnt. ee Don ValleveWest 2 sii A wea ee CPC 
Carrie, Colin, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Health ...................... OSHAWA: SNe hace Waa ie te Se ee CPC 
(aS AMONT LE A poke yt. RE AE Re PATES ARE A eer Davenport ween oo ation ee ae NDP 
A ATOM IES tn se Ric ears Ue erie ou ree ears RU ONE MN Les cote Hamilton Mountain! oscil Ages. NDP 
CHiSU CORRELL «ort ci nek rentes tement SOME REET CUE sh Vwi PARA ren «ass Pickering—Scarborough East ............. Gee 
Chong.-Hon, Michache et Rate: ISA RAT SMO, Siocon tai Caan k ee ln et ks Wellington—Halton Hills ................. CPE 
COR CR EE TRE es Re ES A AR O p ee. ‘Trmity—Spadina... 22.2. ses. eee NDP 
Cc TPISTODHetSON, DAV madera hl SE ESS atk ae RO EN AR TE à Hamilton, Cegire 27a. 3c oa. r NDP 
Clement, Hon. Tony, President of the Treasury Board and Minister for the Federal | 

Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario .............................. Parry Sound—Muskoka.................4: CPE 
CIAL PL PA A LEON Teepe ee CE a NEA hee ee eee eee TT Sp Windsor—Tecumseh ......:..:.,....:.2. NDP 
antl A) OG: ESS Pare eee aa eee ae Ra, hh ee a ROR Ake 2 Don Valley Past: 0... GA CPE 
Davidson Patrice ik sors RE SAR Aiea ital wpe) ee a Rn EN es LA Satmia—lLambton.. esa) ee CPC 
Dechert, Bob, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Foreign Affairs ............ Mississauga—Erindale. .................... CRC 
Del Mastro, Dean, Parliamentary Secretary to the Prime Minister and to the Minister 

OL PGR ON ETRMIEN tal JA Tali Ste gay: a wh, Te Sn Coleen UDOT LA Lee PELETDOLOURA des baa eo ee CPC 
Devoirs Barrys Iie Acting SDeARER. A. cope A ne cc) pela ane Eel oe ee Haliburton—Kawartha Lakes—Brock .... CPC 
RPG dr ais Fe 1 NON PR arse ae es a ane hg OR et ot Geary LIRE ON Ottawa: Centre: SOA ee ee NDP 
LR ET PURSE fore to SEEMS RI ARR AN RI aa a na tah aa db Bioorcoke: North ne Lib. 
Dykstra, Rick, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Citizenship and 

NI TASON. SES SR cco ES RE MN rte ARE te el RCA ME Re RC CPR CPC 
Fantino, Hon. Julian, Associate Minister of National Defence ......................... Vans Haan ie, Ne be er DEC CPE 
Finley, Hon. Diane, Minister of Human Resources and Skills Development ......... Haldimand—Norfolk .............2........ CRG. 
Flaherty; on. JimaMinister ofFinance dieser ER Eee, emma Whitby== Oshawa... CPG 
Galmpeawy Royals Partant Woe), hen Maer ok ei eras SRE Ottawa-—Orléans.:.4.. trie. fo CPG 
RENE Vite ET MORIN TE SE nel MARNE To RER UT RE RE ee tat Bes, Lis alte Renfrew—Nipissing—Pembroke ......... CEC 
1 Un Fee marae ce TD ei ER Te t/a Ra GR OR Brampton—Springdale .................... CPG 
Goodyear, Hon. Gary, Minister of State (Science and Technology) (Federal Economic 

Development Avency for Southern Ontario) (ceeds tee en ee eee CAO IC RSS ue ee ee et CPE 
Prose Han Hal Wiinistetvar SEE S DOTE) LOC rank dal suey Er MR Re ee NT CC Bramalea—Gore—Malton................. CRE 
Che OUEN Se enr ate nie NN ee eee SAR A re AU INGCReIL CLE th) ea) ee APE ES NDP 
Bl! ARS Rs eee ear AE SSSR pth eR ae eA Se a tT Scarborough Southwest...................- NDP 
a Coc >) EE RP PE cata heh 4 arse Onell hn. a gary towel ic Mie ROLE LEA cor LD sey ini DAME Sle, MATIERE EC rae CPC 
CR le LOT leas | aN age | 2 OPA MAP ahd caked he DR bh Ba LE A eet EL Za Pa) fem LORON West eee eee CPC 
AIS MRL en rac Aa mn cdr en ag cut ME ae phen sand RBA eG PRES A LAN oe Al a Kingston and ‘the Islands eee Lib. 
ARTE i he (i) Pre Sei OA SR mms 2 Rt ae, TR Elo alr map cs he ae Algoma—Manitoulin—Kapuskasing ..... NDP 
ETFs SE CRC PRE rte ee OY eine ga deal Hell a TRIER RTE DES eee Thunder Bay—Superior North ............ NDP 


DOS COMIN pee ot ne RS Gk ee Oeics dua cueesnioad ove de tu des Se ae Oasis en AR Verne ne 


15 


Political 
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ROME nee CIM Ji wed ba aa hs sate paren dtc steer Neem Ag Scarborough: Cefttre aise GPC 
ASS 17 [arr OLE 00 res PR M Reine rene dents Scarborough—Agincourt .................. Lib. 
RON ANA ne Ve RE MT PME crab stalatuta te oatariratecate tiers geerera'e PIE Beathés fast YO . Wah Satu... NDP 
RenteHon Peter, Minister of the Environment. 200. ue scisweeaaciartelieas al Thon EAN meet Be CPC 
ATTN Dar. Patins ROE ND RSR INT AE ON ion cel AEE eh ut Prince Edward—Hastings ................. CPC 
LATAU STV), Ue PR AN ARRETE AUS UE SEP QUE 1 Jo UE à AUS COR RAT ME RP Stormont—Dundas—South Glengarry ... CPC 
Leitch, Kellie, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Human Resources and Skills 
mevcionmenr-and to the Minister of Labour? AM LS one kok es sas cadens SINICOS = enrey OL) eee ree than as hey CPC 
Lemieux, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Agriculture ............. Glengarry—Prescott—Russell............. CPE 
Leung, Chungsen, Parliamentary Secretary for Multiculturalism ...................... Wallowdaler PREMIERE NAS eek iy CPC 
MASI TE SLAW: err tos ree Vermin DAS 2200 à ee Ete Wh tee eae) Cath a YP Mississauga East—Cooksville ............ CRO 
Re ee Le eda hare Meee ee en tne Re RU are Sia aes dowd Ke PMUTOM == DIGG tore. hha col bane cone Lal CPC 
PECTS TEE MRC ROLE RDA AE EE DEEE NRE RE PAPERS ER EE balou OO LU cok COM TRE RSA CPC 
LC EAN EE TE A ES OR TR PR PE NE M ESPION RE een PP Hamilton East—Stoney Creek ............ NDP 
PEGS C ESATA PE MU ne mien dau RRs ch UNS a aig eda Yel baa oie aus ea ee NNIDASOT WEST ures oot bee suis RE APR BAS NDP 
BoE ese OMCs a a ate nl dla: id M Mas gate les: mans: de. de ses London—Fanshawe........................ NDP 
RE OID ONE a ne TG SR A Re Re EN Une ale a gee ue Markham—Unionville.….........:......... Lib. 
CNET TRS ROM cag ADE EU DE RE ERA ARNO SANTE AIR RO tete A Bishi VA Se PR TRE MT RARE CPE 
SONDE RENE CT LR ass eka Md DER RAR Re RSR ARR RE Ottawa. SOU hata Piast LR AR pe Lib. 
deen OU Foye hic sande ears Nees eer ah EN ed ee ental Scarborough—Guildwood ................. Lib. 
RU da lee Mn oes tae bal nag phate Richnond Waite re Am UE SU CPC 
A NO Na A ees DLL Pt te dOPR ee Ja Nae a Bruce—Grey—Owen Sound .............. CPC 
A Re Se een AT De Li eee Ue Migs an Loete sance à ce Lena A à AL Parkdalé Highs Rani «ides... bares sa dans NDP 
Nicholson, Hon. Rob, Minister of Justice and Attorney General of Canada.......... Wiagaravballs hic (ecko wit tt Beak CPG 
BOTOCKE RICK 7 A. Le te nt Be NL ere Northumberland—Quinte West ........... CPO) 
O'Connor, Hon. Gordon, Minister of State and Chief Government Whip............. Carleton—Mississippi Mills............... CPC 
Oda, HonsBev, Minister of International Cooperation :...1:}..:...:.,........2..n.: LUNA MR ot dr ty CoE RN te i AN ER CPC 
Cre ON aloe viinister, Of Natural ReOSOULCES stil PAM RL, ee von ne Eglinton—Lawrence ..................1.... CPG 
LAURE DÉSERT ER EAN RNA ARTE Uae: Bats oa RE ÉtODICORCNCENHEN HN nn nl. CEG 
Poilievre, Pierre, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Transport, Infrastructure 
and Communities and for the Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern 
+ LOFT 7 UM MSSb a ais ENG Pied SOUS UNO SAC + LL} 2 PRISON et IE eR LA Nepean=—Carletom 0.6.2 a. CPE 
RO MEO aient en nent ARR Rte nine nan le ale et Elgin—Middlesex— London PEER ET #CPC 
RO ROMA ODA den nada mines TTOLONTOM@ EMILE EEE nes RE Lib. 
NATION. (JOU. Marek RE nee de non hr ht fatataterotareere Wh Thunder Bay—Rainy River ............... NDP 
A HOW Aisa NN ET OL ADOU ora re. fee cae A de sl doe de pete ca stieu ae eee de HALON RUE ENCRES eal Gaba CPC 
BOER SCOUT eto eee eae a a ets Pas pan ee SAONE io ares aio) Ae dni Are ch la Lanark—Frontenac—Lennox and 
PAGING HON NS Me tte PILI CPE 
Rickford, Greg, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Aboriginal Affairs and 
Northern Development, for the Canadian Northern Economic Development Agency 
and for the Federal Economic Development Initiative for Northern Ontario........ Keen Gia Mec SA Ut Sec LR woth GRG 
DU De RCA GR a oe ge SE REE Ie, UR ON A en - ae Se ore es ar Pedi=Wellineion 2... CPE 
SEAT NN CET SEE RUE NE ER HER PP sic asic Ui ine ene a Brampton West. 4\ ed. CPG 
Beri RIT RER EE ARE OT NT tn ane PRES ee scl tee ET ASE VOLANEST OURS RCA Shar alte nee as Lib. 
STONE OC ON SO OO Ue, PP eRe Lambton—Kent—Middlesex.............. CPE 
Dean RATS) Re Sc US CS te ie An Scarborough—Rouge River ............... NDP 
Don ancenlhe ACInNS SDCARER Yossie ks uch acide Re lun nt SIMCOESNOTIN AMEL Oe motes nu ie ae GPC 
eran: WK GL tsa. TR Mee a ee le US MU arch Au wala wok als WOT ke SOU Haas WV OSUON cel reek vss Ce. NDP 
Due DAV pes Cl. US RS To sO OE Ancaster—Dundas—Flamborough— 
WEST Oana de, Nash oa EE DORE AE ee CPC 
NDP 
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Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
SO DAB ES 5 np cardi sain arco RR eI US OT St oo Re aaa Dufferin Caledon acne 2e. nice renee CPC 
Trottier: Béart 4e cae rere als ean. UE se neato Etobicoke——Lakeshore ...........:...... CPG 
Truppe, Susan, Parliamentary Secretary for Status of Women ......................... London NorthiGentré.. je: «ny ea CPG 
MENG GUa ocd | id RZ 1N Pa Ne RSR PAS ASS ONE de Guelph: wen iiastoe eed Le. ht. eet Lib. 
Var Kesteren) Davelalnas os) ewe it hii art os og De RC eS ER Chatham-Kent—Essex ..................... CPE 
Van Loan, Hon. Peter, Leader of the Government in the House of Commons ....... Othe SIMCO64 5 i. Cran a ict CPC 
Wallace, Mikes smitten. «ctr SR I eG a ee ook ee OT ne Burin gtoe 44.48 20 vara CPC 
WREST OTIS, Lunt been 5 ne heck el ee ee ak Cb cee Ne wun Le ne br PSse Xe Be Ea, SRE ee CPC 
Woodworthastephen,+\<5 Vi MERE Os ren TR Kitehener Centfe 206 LARGEUR ae Cre 
Young, Tétendomihrnnetada. rente ae hs A Seite de cnrs el RERE I Oakville RE. LAN, NIET ee GPC 
WADANGN AM hen, cn MUIR no ER MOR ea elec dale nai Foronto—-Danforthvess te devra 
PRINCE EDWARD ISLAND (4) 
SASSY A SCA ie ARE 0 TRE DU eke CORON CT RENE DUREE LU Vira heap etn LEE A LA RAI à à CRATIOHSIONW IL ALL VAL ee ee ae Lib. 
Paster FROG Way re: Werner. RONA D PER RTE RE RE nn Enr Oo ER ne à “Malpequc ANS LETTRE eee Lib. 
Ma AUNT ys MON. CE AWFENCE EROS AE RONDE ase pak van ee ee ER RO Ee YE. € Cardigairt ist aie ae eae eee Lib. 
Sheas*Hon: Gail; Minister of National’ Revenue 2.30.0 on as ES MONTRE see TE RER CPE 
QUÉBEC (75) 
PT RE fa RAA a € EN NN A NE AE nt SP À TRS 3 che on ale DR RASE D ETOIS#RIVICIES MP PR CR RE NDP. 
RE A Ge CUVE 0a pee Dane ER De rt OUT ARR free DR RDS SRE tn LCR ARE A OL eem wt Hionore-IMercier. 2 on URL PRIS NDP 
GUA VGIC CHO ANOL en eer Janet avr. income ian eee ea 5 ocre eR ee AE Re Pt Te Ae Richmond—Arthabaska ................... BQ 
HORS RIT AV OO NE PAST RAR ER TN We OLD CO URE es VAR A “Jeanne-Lé Bert... koe ghee te, et NDP 
Bernier, Hon. Maxime, Minister of State (Small Business and Tourism) ............. Fr is). .2. Pt CA CPC 
Blanchette CNIS 0 US RU et Las ee RUC BO, aa Re ae TO Louts-Hebert2.0. oh an ee eee NDP 
Blanchetie-Lamotheel NS ane: TAC a ica AURA RAR AR ee RE Fe Pierrefonds-—Dollard | 0.0. 000008 NDP 
Blaney Hon Steven, Minister obivetetans ATARI ee mea Res Bevis-—Bellechasse 0.00. 6245 ae oe GPC 
SORE ch AA COLE INCE. cir hss Wan Pht eea allio ONU UM rac eae on, ae Gaal sue 2 cies acca ea os oes RE NDP 
ROIS AL avai 8 ete PhO ie het Ses, ON UC NUNN hac WW OR A en ee Ahem NE ee Terrebonne—Blainville .................... NDP 
POerigg cL OXAUGIC fib. tail cate aie Somes te Reg he ares OUR ae RS RTS Rosemont—La Petite-Patrie ............... NDP 
Boutin Swear. Marjolaine... matt} SHIA «a Ne TT Au Hochelaonss a Pt Re OA NDP 
Brant Gays | feted. cb ee ee PAG NA ER nr et A nel re Lin Sainte) ean se TRAME OR ES RATES NDP 
Ernst: Filet en LORS à en hes ME Te ER dr LU NT Le Berthier —Maskinongé ..................... NDP 
Connie. Hs AN ede AEM ER es Le tt as asin Rimouski-Neigette—Témiscouata—Les 

Hasques Sn, sp ake Os APS ES NDP 
COCO NI VAT HE de RENE RSR US AU 1, PACE Châteauguay —Saint-Constant............. NDP 
ÉROELPNATANCOMAN 2 UE ie eu Re, an NN A RU Re el Riu HiimmMOondes.. Ar cole SRE NDP 
Goderce SOM ICUS oo ous unes se Cais aaa e males ce CR COR ER VA he Bourassa: 2 srdtadios ventre t..x Lib. 
CAS BIR AV INIONG er EU RE EE de ace ce 4d ae Re ane Beauport—Limoilow’... 1.14. HN NDP 
Pa LOU LAS EAN a à OR PO ge be Clee ch eae hee Ceiba à à AD a Le Pac ni sé og da GP N° MAOURETRO VAE a come es eae Lib. 
Be rN cs a4 Fle CE RE ne, GR VE 0 9 A1 EAN LE AE RAR ESS RE ES Charlesbourg —Haute-Saint-Charles ...... NDP 
Dion, Hon. Stéphane, Saint-Laurent —Cartierville ......................,............ Saint-Laurent—Cartierville ................ Lib. 
PT es DR IE, di Le ve AAA OR Ve A A RANCE LUS LC RE LE Wl MORE LES RivietenniNortd 7, LUCE pe 2 NDP 
POL Creve 2€ 2 EN inter cr en let re ERA cu Brie ee Cee réels PTE er nr TER NDP 
B51 LP RS En Ne Dal AA ap, en etat Eee ter Wage ch) M Chambly—Borduas ............... he NDP 
ETS LA gag à LÉ OR A Se ae ds M em MA aE Rn 2s a 2 She DORE el NDP 
Ne a DE Te SCO ee eus Le og DR LR node A Haute-Gaspésie—La Mitis-—Matane— 

Matapédia, sb: ers ain r3n BQ 


Hem NENICREE 3 cers AR ce oe tas oe sis we eres I NTI RE eee Argenteuil—Papineau—Mirabel .......... NDP 


Name of Member 


no Tei Cm see Re RARES MNT a ee OS ene a 
RE ENC ne nb Hoist Pu EU ARS TARO A ORE Er LR, sbi ae 
Meee HIB ODA ra aoe RER se ed wan ow LR RE en Te 
LA PO INI tet peut eon eR SNS ERREURS, OR 


Gourde, Jacques, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Public Works and 
Government Services, for Official Languages and for the Economic Development 
Ope NCy aor the NCOTONS Of Queer occ Mis ett olen den dae «se ni 


LOUIS, Se MUD rie ce eh ee ho a ee Hal, RE a tN sty vie dee ES 
STOIC: "S510 ns eka AE fT tS CRU Le, an ara a a cr 
Ree LE CEL EE ke OAS et es cea a oe Merete Mite nde PA 
OS 2 esas ub a(S hole ee NAA? AED VAY EERE? Oca ee Ea 


M0 Mean FTANCOIS Les cite CE Sieh a Rate is os | 0 CR Hein baat a Saleh de SIAM sers de 
PROT CCRC LOK AICIT IIS ery eee PAPE ST RON sl RAINE es, 
© RES RG OS (SSS AR ROU, Bite ee dique SURES PR REC PER gi RS PATATE 


Lebel, Hon. Denis, Minister of Transport, Infrastructure and Communities and 
Minister of the Economic Development Agency of Canada for the Regions of 


D ee Re SEN NN EN repas 
De cn AR ON A RP PES Sen 
DECC: LISTING Or radar MEO ex NIT Sete tates ee LUE re 
OMAN y US. LAS ANAARMENN GATE" +o4.s De win ANR ah Re ta me eh 2 
SES CMC ee OR Ed ap mye se an ke jute A A ov end 
MODEMS CANON tt ents Mee me tae yeas otis. ek oo AE Uta de de à aan ce cad 
DAS NM SG LAU: sce <2 on i Mee GaN. UM nl) A Tete LISA Lise 
Ber NA A ve os Perr chia ces ak MANOA ne uals gto ne 8-4 RE be à 
Pee OIE ULI LAS erm tart trates re tists Cem dE Mom ae Pave os oo his vie vote ne 
OS ET OO AE RMS S RENTE ORR A RRA al a AE RER cee CE SEE RE TS 
NEC a RER PUCES RES TA A RE ERREUR A ANNEES TR 
D AUNTS OSC sk oe elec iy RCE ANR AN ii, wheat bates ANT RES, 
OSA L LME CRTC EN NUL RON Ro pe I A A SR PR Cs 
Re LON AMOR ne om peli ene en Aa te a ne tee 
Paradis, Hon. Christian, Minister of Industry and Minister of State (Agriculture)... 
CR QE als RARE ONE AA À + OTR CR SERRE RU PIS LOS Le TOUS 
Me AT Re RE PNR Ne SANS NE Ee fe de fn 
Mea NIAION ie canne EE OUT LAURE NM EM PRIT MR EE PO MR RE 
EO LAO Yar) CRIE RER RC IR RS A A RAR PRO SC ER oe 
OUI Le PART AR RE RE cea bis mn da 
D RENNES OT FES I Tv Re D CPE PRES en RER 
LE TEE EN LU AUTOM $80 obo Deen AL A AREA ERA AE CIE PEER EE SRE 
NERO NOR SERA AE ER RAA PASS QAR RE 
CN RE de Det ee Om un due à sa AV RAS eect 
RC D AR OM O TL URSS MAR RUE A ne Ra ntact nc hit Patines tastes 
DER NISOU EUN ENTER REA EN A EP PE ARE Ua ei ity Celis Vie ein etn ae sae gine 
EEE PTE TRE KES CPR AUEAPERE EURNTOOREE ARP A PRE RAA tnt AR APR On CRT SE 
LÉO NG IS heh RO PR PRE wre PO POP UE ARE a RR RENE RE 
ED OM I ER EMEA RER RS EC ER PP CR OS GERS PORN RE 
Ben Ave, DOMAIN ie Sr nn han ease a ge AAA does 
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Political 
Constituency Affiliation 
Westmount—Ville-Marie .................. Lib. 
SHC HO TE Anti ter TU NDP 
MACON S ONE RME Lina pease (a3 NDP 
MarcsAurele-F Oni SL ee de Mees NDP 
Lotbiniére—Chutes-de-la-Chaudiere...... CPC 
Sir slsleiniottinst el an (CRN inert NDP 
Verchéres—Les Patriotes .................. NDP 
Brome = MISSSQUOR Ses EN NDP 
Montmagny—L'Islet-—Kamouraska— 
Riviere: QE LOUp As Ut NDP 
IREDCNUCIY PRESS PRES en RU Lt ee NDP 
LObIS-Samt Laurent ne... NDP 
Laurier —Sainte-Marie ..................... NDP 
Roberval—Lac-Saint-Jean ................. CPC 
VaSalle baie aan RUE er NDP 
Rivière-des-Miile-Îles :22................ NDP 
Brossard aerate En eee gt os 3 doux NDP 
Portneuf—Jacques-Cartier ................. NDP 
Abitibi—Témiscamingue .................. NDP 
Chicoutimi—Le Fjord 2. ho... 05.26.66... NDP 
Notre-Dame-de-Grace—Lachine.......... NDP 
awrentides = eae Mentha iis aie ee ees NDP 
Saint-Hyacinthe—Bagot ................... NDP 
ADUIISIC i, SHEE ee ARNE epg din ews Se BQ 
QUMEMIORUN ter ALERTE NDP 
Longueuil—Pierre-Boucher ............... NDP 
Vaudreuil-Soulangesinies... 22... NDP 
Laval a NN AE OMR RO LEE wake NDP 
Saint-Léonard—Saint-Michel ............. Lib. 
(UÉDEL eae ERREUR Nr RER ih? NDP 
Meésantic—-U Wrablet tame. CE CPC 
Jonquière Alma oe ice ue NDP 
ea Pomite-de-l eos wae eres oes iol a ews NDP 
MONTEA ARR LEE RER AA Scrat, Et NDP 
PavaleWesiles: os pope ee pre NDP 
Bas-Richelieu—Nicolet—Bécancour ..... BQ 
Beauharnois—Salaberry ................... NDP 
PORC soe ier Liha RAR micas dey ue NDP 
TOlietlic TES AMENER aetna ene eek NDP 
Comptons-Stanstéad. nice, NDP 
Abitibi—Baie-James—Nunavik—Eeyou. NDP 
EAGeSain te OUIS SR VAN N A sem es oe Lib. 
Saint-Bruno—Saint-Hubert................ NDP 
Saint-Maurice—Champlain................ NDP 
Gaspésie—Iles-de-la-Madeleine........... NDP 
Montmorency—Charlevoix—Haute- 
CORENGT earns c EN pera ate nce oa epee aes NDP 
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Political 

Name of Member Constituency Affiliation 
BTU CAUSE: oi etic N Be TE PARA EURE oo Ord ks ale Papineau A Wa eal ss acute Lib. 
Sar AIOE. 1 RSS et Oe es Me mens se ac HUMAN mien ere tances nae NDP 
SASKATCHEWAN (14) 
Anderson, David, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of Natural Resources and 

for the; Canadiana Wheat Board ais. Cies.cunsoutetcys dur, Ra SE Cypress Hills—Grasslands ................ CPE 
TEE OA LU Uh PR OU En Pent Mt ae Mii np Nine Sa an 0 TNA LIN Saskatoon—Rosetown—Biggar........... CPG 
TGC LES. Tar Ba à EE oR eh PR Gee Oar pea NRA WAC el rs Cs rt yal ot os. SE ny NN th PARIS ANA TR ERA EN ee ee ee CPE 
PORTO CN EE en seen ea AU SN Re LAN et Vorktons Melville ER Er CRE 
CHALKE TOME aches cain cen net mutate resis ae EL PES Pa Desnethé—Missinippi—Churchill River . CPC 
DONC SO RAID Re te sere he io HORE ee A ER MASCARO NAMUR erent Lib. 
HO DAC RAT ON RE ack He ML DE de Ne SOU TEE COUR PEN SA ele Abe ot PHnOCr AIDES HUE SES Rene CRE 
ACTA IMICK OREGON EAN RO: PR ci Gs Sees a A ONE le a CET 2, |g Souris—Moose Mountain ................. CPG 
Lukiwski, Tom, Parliamentary Secretary to the Leader of the Government in the 

HOUSE OR OPINIONS IE CNRS RETRACE ALN ee Regina—Lumsden—Lake Centre......... CPC 
Ritz, Hon. Gerry, Minister of Agriculture and Agri-Food and Minister for the 

CANACIAN NY HSE OAI RUE miata A nerf RSS Se er TT Battlefords—Lloydminster ................ Cre 
Scheer, Hon. Andrew, Speaker of the House.of Commons ..............0.-...0s-+ce0s Regina—Qu'Appelle .:..............:...... CRC 
BECO EAU ee RE MCE Tes ge Nags SAIT D RSC PAT NT RN REE DE de vd Saskatoon—Humboldt..................... CPC 
BV ÉTACOLE HVEALITICE: LS AR RE NO a Cin RATER EN ee RE ORO ARE the Saskatoon—Wanuskewin .................. CPG 
Yelich, Hon. Lynne, Minister of State (Western Economic Diversification) .......... DISCESUAN AIMER Seen ee CPO 


Chair: 


Don Davies 
Rick Dykstra 
Sadia Groguhe 


_ Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
_ Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

_ Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 


Blaine Calkins 


Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 

_ Michael Chong 


LIST OF STANDING AND SUB-COMMITTEES 
(As of September 30, 2011 — Ist Session, 41st Parliament) 


CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION 


David Tilson Vice-Chairs: Kevin Lamoureux 


Jinny Jogindera Sims 


Roxanne James 
Chungsen Leung 


Olivia Chow 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Hedy Fry 

Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 

Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Jim Karygiannis 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 


Costas Menegakis 
Ted Opitz 


Associate Members 


Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


Rathika Sitsabaiesan 
John Weston 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Justin Trudeau 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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(12) 
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FISHERIES AND OCEANS 


Chair: Rodney Weston Vice-Chairs: Fin Donnelly 
Lawrence MacAulay 
Mike Allen Rosane Doré Lefebvre Randy Kamp Robert Sopuck (12) 
Ryan Cleary Bryan Hayes Ryan Leef Jonathan Tremblay 


Patricia Davidson 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Gerry Byrne 
Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 


Rodger Cuzner 
Joe Daniel 

Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Yvon Godin 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 


Associate Members 


Guy Lauzon 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 


. Wladyslaw Lizon 


Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 

Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Joyce Murray 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 


Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 
Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Kevin Sorenson 
Peter Stoffer 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 
David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Philip Toone 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 
Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
David Wilks 
John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


Chair: 


Scott Armstrong 
Denis Blanchette 
Kelly Block 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 


- Leon Benoit 


James Bezan 
Ray Boughen 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 


GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ESTIMATES 


Pat Martin 


Alexandre Boulerice 
Peter Braid 


Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 


Vice-Chairs: 


Ron Cannan 
Jacques Gourde 


Associate Members 


Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
John McKay 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 
Massimo Pacetti 
LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Geoff Regan 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


John McCallum 
Mike Wallace 


| Irene Mathyssen 


Bernard Trottier 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

David Sweet 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 

Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


21 


(12) 
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Chair: 


. Kelly Block 
Patrick Brown 
Colin Carrie 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Carolyn Bennett 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 


Joy Smith 


Parm Gill 
Dany Morin 


Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Earl Dreeshen 
Kirsty Duncan 
Rick Dykstra 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Carol Hughes 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 
Mike Lake 
Guy Lauzon 


HEALTH 


Vice-Chairs: 


Anne Minh-Thu Quach 
Djaouida Sellah 


Associate Members 


Ryan Leef 
Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Megan Leslie 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Colin Mayes 
Phil McColeman 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 
Christine Moore 
Rob Moore 

Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Manon Perreault 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 


Libby Davies 
Hedy Fry 


Mark Strahl (12) 
John Williamson 


Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 
Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Bev Shipley 
Devinder Shory 
Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mike Sullivan 
David Sweet 
Glenn Thibeault 
David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 
Bernard Trottier 
Susan Truppe 
Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Maurice Vellacott 
Mike Wallace 
Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston _ 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 
Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 


rr 
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HUMAN RESOURCES, SKILLS AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT AND THE STATUS OF PERSONS WITH 


Chair: Ed Komarnicki 
Brad Butt Kellie Leitch 
Jean Crowder Colin Mayes 
Joe Daniel 
Eve Adams Patricia Davidson 
Mark Adler Bob Dechert 
Dan Albas Dean Del Mastro 


Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan | 
Lysane Blanchette-Lamothe 
Kelly Block 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Andrew Cash 
Corneliu Chisu 
Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 


Earl Dreeshen 
Matthew Dubé 
Rick Dykstra 
Mark Eyking 
Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Mylene Freeman 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Alain Giguére 
Parm Gill 

Shelly Glover 
Robert Goguen 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 
Candice Hoeppner 
Ed Holder 
Roxanne James 
Brian Jean 

Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Daryl Kramp 


DISABILITIES 


Vice-Chairs: 


Phil McColeman 
Claude Patry 


Associate Members 


Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Ryan Leef 

Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
Wladyslaw Lizon 
Ben Lobb 

Tom Lukiwski 
James Lunney 
Dave MacKenzie 
Wayne Marston 
Irene Mathyssen 
Cathy McLeod 
Costas Menegakis 
Rob Merrifield 
Larry Miller 

Rob Moore 
Marie-Claude Morin 
Rick Norlock 
Tilly O'Neill Gordon 
Deepak Obhrai 
Ted Opitz 

LaVar Payne 
Pierre Poilievre 
Joe Preston 
James Rajotte 
Brent Rathgeber 
Scott Reid 
Michelle Rempel 
Blake Richards 
Lee Richardson 
Greg Rickford 
Andrew Saxton 


Rodger Cuzner 
Carol Hughes 


Manon Perreault (12) 
Devinder Shory 


Gary Schellenberger 
Kyle Seeback 

Judy Sgro 

Bev Shipley 

Jinny Jogindera Sims 
Rathika Sitsabaiesan 
Joy Smith 

Robert Sopuck 
Kevin Sorenson 
Brian Storseth 
Mark Strahl 

Mike Sullivan 
David Sweet 

David Tilson 
Lawrence Toet 
Brad Trost 

Bernard Trottier 
Justin Trudeau 
Susan Truppe 

Merv Tweed 

Dave Van Kesteren 
Mike Wallace 

Mark Warawa 
Chris Warkentin 
Jeff Watson 

John Weston 
Rodney Weston 
David Wilks 

John Williamson 
Stephen Woodworth 
Terence Young 

Wai Young 

Bob Zimmer 
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JUSTICE AND HUMAN RIGHTS 


Chair: Dave MacKenzie Vice-Chairs: Joe Comartin 
Irwin Cotler 
Charmaine Borg Pierre Jacob Brent Rathgeber Kennedy Stewart (12) 


Kerry-Lynne D. Findlay 
Robert Goguen 


Eve Adams 
Mark Adler 
Dan Albas 
Harold Albrecht 
Chris Alexander 
Mike Allen 
Dean Allison 
Stella Ambler 
Rob Anders 
David Anderson 
Scott Armstrong 
Jay Aspin 

Joyce Bateman 
Leon Benoit 
James Bezan 
Kelly Block 
Francoise Boivin 
Ray Boughen 
Peter Braid 
Garry Breitkreuz 
Gordon Brown 
Lois Brown 
Patrick Brown 
Rod Bruinooge 
Brad Butt 

Paul Calandra 
Blaine Calkins 
Ron Cannan 
John Carmichael 
Colin Carrie 
Sean Casey 
Corneliu Chisu 


Brian Jean 


Michael Chong 
Rob Clarke 

Joe Daniel 
Patricia Davidson 
Bob Dechert 
Dean Del Mastro 
Stéphane Dion 
Earl Dreeshen 
Rick Dykstra 
Royal Galipeau 
Cheryl Gallant 
Parm Gill 
Shelly Glover 
Peter Goldring 
Jacques Gourde 
Nina Grewal 
Richard Harris 
Laurie Hawn 
Bryan Hayes 
Russ Hiebert 
Jim Hillyer 
Randy Hoback 


Candice Hoeppner 


Ed Holder 

Ted Hsu 
Roxanne James 
Peter Julian 
Randy Kamp 
Gerald Keddy 
Greg Kerr 

Ed Komarnicki 
Daryl Kramp 


Kyle Seeback 


Associate Members 


Mike Lake 

Guy Lauzon 
Dominic LeBlanc 
Ryan Leef 

Kellie Leitch 
Pierre Lemieux 
Chungsen Leung 
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